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power in Ameriea to destroy the essential liberties of human
beings. There cannot be while the Constitution lasts.

Mr. President, I shall finish in a moment. I know the
hour is late. I will ask Senators to hear me while I con-
clude.

I believe America needs an education in the value of
human liberty right now more than she needs all the money
and all the prosperity that God, in His goodness, might pour
out upon us.

Mr. President, I think we have used the word “ liberty ”
without thinking about its meaning. It has become rather
ritualistic. I think the Fourth of July long ago lost its sig-
nificance. I think we see the flag and forget that it is the
flag of liberty. We sing the hymn—

My country 'tis of thee,
Sweet land of liberty—
with never a thought of its meaning.

I walk around this Capitol scene, and I see the symbols of
liberty, but very infrequently do I hear anyone dwell on the
meaning of liberty to human beings and on the value of
freedom to men and women.

I would to God that by some means I could find the power
to say here, and say somewhere else where America might
hear it, what freedom means, what liberty means, to men
like ourselves and like our feHowmen.

O Mr. President, it is more than cotton, it is more than
balanced budgets, it is more than victories on battlefields.
The highest spiritual value in the national life is liberty.
The soul of the Republic is liberfy. The source of the
inspiration which makes the citizen is liberty.

As I have said, I stand here and see the symbols. I have
stood before the monument to Daniel Webster on one of the
public squares here and read the language inscribed there:

Liberty and union, now and forever, one and inseparable!

And I have wondered just what was in his mind, just
whenece came the inspiration.

“ Liberty and union, ene and inseparable.” The historian
might say that the great Senator and statesman was argu-
ing that we had to preserve the Union in order to preserve
liberty. Oh, no! “One and inseparable.” We have to
preserve liberty in order to preserve the Union. He meant
both.

Every now and then I go to the railroad station to take the
train for my home in North Carolina, and I see before the
station the figure of Columbus on the prow of his ship, com-
ing across the Atlantic in the spirit of liberty, and opening
up all this New World to the human race, and I observe that
he looks to the dome of the Capitol of the United States, on
which stands another symbol of liberty.

Then I look upon the face of the Union Station and I
read the legend:

Bweetener of hall and of hut.

Bringer of life out of naught.

Freedom: O fairest of all the daughters of time and of thought.

I pray God, Mr. President, that we may not even give here
the appearance of undertaking to take from the farmers of
my land their freedom, even though we should say they wish
it to be done. I devoutly pray that come what may, though
all of material value may be taken, the blessings of liberty
may be preserved to us and our children even as brave
fathers preserved it for us.

TITLE OF UNITED STATES TO LANDS IN TERRITORIES AND INSULAR
POSSESSIONS—POSTPONEMENT OF A BILL

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, on March
20 the Senate passed the bill (S. 1699) to prevent the loss of
the title of the United States to lands in the Territories or
Territorial possessions through adverse possession or pre-
scription. An identical House bill having been passed, the
Senate adopted a resolution asking the House to return to
the Senate the bill mentioned. I understand that the Senate
bill has been refurned by the House, and I move that the
votes by which the Senate bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time, and passed, may be
reconsidered and that the bill be indefinitely postponed.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. McGnL in the chair),

Without objection, it is so ordered.
EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

The PRESIDING OFFICER, as in executive session, laid
before the Senafe several messages from the President of
the United States submitting nominations, which were re-
ferred to the appropriate committees.

(For nominations this day received, see the end of the
Senate proceedings.)

HOUSE BILL REFERRED

The bill (H.R. 1) to provide for controlled expansion of
the currency and the immediate payment to veterans of
the face value of their adjusted-service certificates was
read twice by its title and referred fo the Committee on
Finance.

AUTHORITY TO SIGN AN ENROLLED BILL

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, I ask that
the proposed order which I send to the desk may be read
and entered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Hatrce in the chair).
The proposed order will be read.

The order was read, agreed to, and entered, as follows:

Ordered, That the President of the Senate be, and he is hereby,
authorized to sign, after the adjournment or recess of the Senate
today, the enrolled bill H.R. 6663, the independent offices appro-
priation bill.

RECESS

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I move that the Senate
take a recess until noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o’clock and 25 min-
utes p.m.) the Senate took a recess until tomorrow, Tuesday,
March 27, 1934, at 12 o’clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS
Ezxeculive nominations received by the Senale March 26
(legislative day of Mar. 20), 1934
AssIsTANT COMMISSIONER OF PATENTS

Leslie Frazer, of Utah, to be Assistant Commissioner of
Patents, vice Fred M. Hopkins.

APPOINTMENT IN THE NAVY
MARINE CORPS
James L. Beam, a citizen of Illinois, to be a second lieu-
tenant in the Marine Corps, revocable for 2 years from the
1st day of June 1933, to correct & mistake in the name and in
the date from which he takes rank, as previously nominated
and confirmed.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
MoNDAY, MARCH 26, 1934

The House met at 11 o’clock a.m.
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D.D., offered
the following prayer:

O God of wisdom and our Heavenly Father, too, reveal
Thyself to our thoughts by breathing upon us the spirit of
good will and cooperation and by relieving us of any fear or
discouragement. All things shall be made plain when we
are in Thy presence. Come forth, blessed Mastler, as a mes-
senger of a good day, and may we open our minds to appro-
priate Thy teaching. May we all rejoice that we are heirs
of a common salvation, children of a common Father, and
as servants of the public; may we be bound together by a
common aspiration. We beseech Thee that Thou wouldst
keep us this day without sin and steadfast in all good works
to the honor and glory of Thy holy name, Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of Saturday, March 24,
1934, was read and approved.
CATTLE AS BASIC AGRICULTURAL COMMODITY

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I call up the conference report
on the bill (H.R. 7478) to amend the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act, so as to include cattle as a basic agricultural
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commodity, and for other purposes, and ask unanimous
consent that the statement be read in lieu of the report.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas calls up
the conference report upon the bill HR. 7478, and asks
unanimous consent that the statement be read in lieu of
the report. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

The conference report and statement are as follows:

CONFERENCE REPORT

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H.R. 7478, Rept. No. 1051) to amend the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act so as to include cattle as a basic agricultural com-
modity, and for other purposes, having met, after full and
free conference, have agreed to recommend and do recom-
mend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its amendment numbered 7.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the
amendments of the Senate numbered 1, 2, 3, 4, and 6, and
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 5: That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 5,
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In
lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted by the Senate
amendment insert the following:

“ Sec. 6. There is authorized to be appropriated the sum
of $50,000,000 to enable the Secretary of Agriculture to make
advances to the Federal Surplus Relief Corporation for the
purchase of dairy and beef products for distribution for relief
purposes, and to enable the Secretary of Agriculture, under
rules and regulations to be promulgated by him and upon
such terms as he may prescribe, to eliminate diseased dairy
and beef cattle, including cattle suffering from tuberculosis
or Bangs' disease, and to make payments to owners with
respect thereto.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the
amendment of the Senate to the title, and agree to the same
with an amendment as follows: In lieu of the matter pro-
posed to be inserted by the Senate amendment insert: “ To
amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act so as to include
cattle and other products as basic agricultural commodities,
and for other purposes ”; and the Senate agree to the same.

MARVIN JONES,

H. P. FULMER,

WaLL DoxEY,

CLiFrorD R. HOPE,

J. RoLanp KINZER,
Managers on the part of the House.

E. D. SMITH,

ELMER THOMAS,

Geo. McGILL,

G. W. NORRI1s,

CHas. L. McNary,
Managers on the part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at the conference
on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 7478) to amend the
Agricultural Adjustment Act so as to include cattle as a
basic agricultural commodity, and for other purposes, sub-
mit the following written statement in explanation of the
effect of the action agreed upon by the conferees and rec-
ommended in the hecompanying conference report:

On amendment no. 1: This amendment strikes out the
provision of the House bill authorizing the making of ad-
vance rental and benefit payments in the case of the dairy-
and beef-cattle industries, and inserts a broader provision
which makes the sums, when appropriated, available for
any of the purposes of section 12 (a) and (b) of the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act and to support and balance the
markets for such industries. The House recedes.
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On amendment no. 2: This amendment includes peanuts
as basic agricultural commodities under the Agricultural
Adjustment Act and defines processing thereof for the pur-
poses of that act, and the House recedes.

On amendment no. 3: This amendment includes rye, flax,
and barley as basic agricultural commodities under the
Agricultural Adjustment Act; and the House recedes.

On amendment no. 4: This amendment includes grain
sorghums as basic agriculfural commodities under the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act; and the House recedes.

On amendment no. 5: The effect of this amendment is fo
authorize the appropriation of $150,000,000 for the elimina-
tion of diseased dairy and beef cattle, the purchase and
transfer of dairy cows to farms which do not have dairy
stock for the purpose of supplying milk and milk products
for noncommercial family use, and for the purchase of dairy
and beef products for distribution for relief purposes. Not
to exceed $50,000,000 of the sum authorized may be used for
the last-stated purpose. The amendment further speciiles
that no processing tax should be levied to reimburse the
expenditures authorized.

The House recedes with an amendment which reduces the
authorization from $150,000,000 to $50,000,000. These
amounts, if and when appropriated by Congress, are to be
used for the elimination of diseased dairy and beef cattle
and for the purchase of dairy and beef products for distri-
bution for relief purposes.

The provision of the Senate amendment making new
funds available for the purchase and transfer of dairy cows
to farms which do not have dairy stock and for the purpose
of supplying milk and milk products for noncommercial
family use are eliminated.

The provision of the Senate amendment that no processing
tax shall be levied to reimburse expenditures under this sec-
tion is eliminated, for the proceeds of processing taxes under
existing law are not available except for the purposes of
section 12 (b) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act and
therefore would not be available for the purpose of reim-
bursing appropriations made under authority of this act.

On amendment no. 6: This amendment amends the pro-
vision of the Agricultural Adjustment Act which authorizes
the Secretary of Agriculture to enter into marketing agree-
ments. It broadens the class of parties with whom agree-
ments can be made to include producers, and clarifies the
provision so that express authorization is given to enter into
agreements with parties handling agricultural commodities
and products in competition with or affecting interstate or
foreign commerce.

On amendment no. 7: This amendment amends the pro-
vision of the Agricultural Adjustment Act which determines
the fair exchange value of basic agricultural commodities
by inserting a provision including interest on mortgages,
taxes, and freight rates as elements in the determination
of current average farm price and fair exchange value.
The Senate recedes.

On amendment to the title: The House recedes with a
clerical amendment to the title,

MarvIN JONES,

H, P. FULMER,

WarLrL Doxey,

CrLirForp R. HoOPE,

J. RorLanp EKINZER,
Managers on the part of the House.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I think the statement fully
explains the essence of the conference report, and unless
someone wants to ask some questions I move the previous
question on the conference report.

Mr. SNELL., Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES. Yes.

Mr. SNELL. As I look over amendment numbered 5—I
understand that is the one I had some conversation with
the gentleman about the other day—it seems to me that
that is in fairly good shape. I wish the genfleman would
tell us briefly about it.
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Mr. JONES. That provides for an additional authoriza-
tion of $50,000,000 to follow out substantially two of the pur-
poses named in the La Follette amendment, one the distri-
bution of beef and dairy products through the Surplus Relief
Corporation, and then the use of the funds in carrying out
the program for the elimination of tubercular livestock and
stock afflicted with other diseases.

Mr. SNELL. And the gentleman is of opinion that that
is about all that could be consistently used during the next
year?

Mr. JONES. Yes. Of course there is no limit as to how
much could be used for relief purposes, but this will provide
for a reasonable program. I want to be perfectly fair. This
is merely an authorization. We are going to endeavor to
get the money; but whatever money is available, the money
in either fund may be used for these purposes, and I am thor-
oughly in accord with the purposes suggested by the gen-
tleman.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES. Yes.

Mr. HOPE. For the purpose of the REcorp, because cer-
tain Members have asked me concerning it, is it not true
that the £50,000,000 will be an outside appropriation, not to
be reimbursed from the processing tax?

Mr. JONES. That is clear enough. Certainly the $50,-
000,000 is not subject to the processing tax. This would
make it available for that purpose, even though the other
fund may be reduced. As a matter of fact, it is not manda-
tory as to the repayment of any of these funds. No doubt
there will be a replenishment of at least a portion, but the
funds provided in the original bill may be used for any of
the purposes outlined in the amendment.

Mr. BOILEAU. Do I understand the $50,000,000 is an
additional amount over and above the $200,000,000?

Mr. JONES. Yes; in the authorization.

Mr. BOILEAU. So that the total amount of the bill is
$250,000,000?

Mr. JONES. Yes,

Mr. BOILEAU. That is what I understood.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the con-
ference report. 3

The conference report was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider the vote by which the conference
report was agreed to was laid on the table.

POST-OFFICE SITE, SAN ANTONIO, TEX.—REREFERENCE OF A BILL

Mr. KLEBERG. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to transfer consideration of the bill (H.R. 8514) author-
jzing the Secretary of the Treasury to convey a part of the
post-office site in San Antonio, Tex., to the city of San
Antonio, Tex., for street purpoces, in exchange for land for
the benefit of the Government property, from the Commit-
tee on the Post Office and Post Roads to the Committee on
Public Buildings and Grounds. The chairman of each of
these respective committees has agreed to this re-reference
and requested that I ask unanimous consent that it be done.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas asks unani-
mous consent to rerefer the bill H.R. 8514 from the Com-
mittee on the Post Office and Post Roads to the Committee
on Public Buildings and Grounds. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

USE OF EQUIPMENT, ETC., FOR AIR MAIL

Mr. ROMJUE. Mr. Speaker, I call up the conference
report upon the bill (H.R. 7266) to authorize the Postmaster
General to accept and to use landing fields, men, and
material of the War Department for carrying the mails
by air, and for other purposes, and ask unanimous consent
that the statement be read in lieu of the report.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Missouri calls up
the conference report on the bill HR. 7966, and asks unani-
mous consent that the statement be read in lieu of the
report. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

MARCH 26
The conference report and statement are as follows:

CONFERENCE REPORT

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the
bill (H.R. 7966) to authorize the Postmaster General to
accept and to use landing fields, men, and material of the
War Department, for carrying the mails by air, and for
other purposes, having met, after full and free conference,
have agreed to recommend and do recommend to their
respective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagreement to the
amendments of the Senate numbered 1 and 3.

Amendment numbered 2: That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 2,
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In
lieu of the matter inserted by said amendment insert the
following: “ pension at the rate prescribed in part 1, Vet-
erans’ Regulation No. 1 (a), and amendments thereto: Pro-
vided, That in the event of injury of any such officer or
enlisted man the degree of disability resulting therefrom
shall be determined pursuant to the rating schedule author-
ized by Veterans' Regulation No. 3 (a): Provided further,
That choice shall be made of the benefits provided in sections
4 and 5 of this act ”; and the Senate agree to the same.

M. A. ROMJUE,
W. F. BRUNNER,
Harry L. HAINES,
Frank H. Foss,
Crype KELLY,
Managers on the part of the House.
KeNNETH McKELLAR,
CaARL HAYDEN,
Taos. D. SCHALL,
Managers on the part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at the conference
on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 7966) to authorize the
Postmaster General to accept and use equipment, landing
fields, men, and material of the War Department, for carry-
ing the mails by air, and for other purposes, submit the fol-
lowing statement in explanation of the effect of the action
agreed upon:

On amendment no. 1: Provides that airplanes placed at
the disposal of the Postmaster General by the Secretary of
War for the transportation of the mail by air shall be fully
equipped for safe night and day flying, and that pilots
assigned to such airplanes shall be fully and adequately
trained in the use of such special equipment.

On amendment no. 2: The amendment added by the Sen-
ate to section 4 of the bill did not change the intent of the
proposal made by the House but merely clarified the mean-
ing, that the pensions prescribed therein were to be deter-
mined pursuant to the rating schedule authorized by vet-
erans’ regulation no. 3 (a). The proviso added to section 4
by the conferees eliminates the possibility of interpreting the
act to provide for the payment of pension benefits as pro-
vided by section 4 and the benefits provided by section 5 to
the same person.

On amendment no. 3: This amendment directs the Post-
master General to make a report to the Congress of every
payment made by him under this act, including the cost of
transporting the mail by the War Department, on the first
day of the next session of the Congress. *

M. A. RoMJUE,

W. F. BRUNNER,

Harry L. HAINES,

CrypE KELLY,

Frank H. Foss,
Managers on the part of the House.

Mr. ROMJUE. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question
on the conference report.
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Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, before the gentleman does that,
will he yield?

Mr. ROMJUE. Yes.

Mr. SNELL. Will the gentleman explain the change in
the language that is contained in the conference report, in
lieu of the matter inserted?

Mr. ROMJUE. Does the gentleman refer to amendment
no. 2?2

Mr. SNELL. Yes.

Mr. ROMJUE. After the bill had passed the House it
went to the Senate, and there seemed to be a conflict in the
two sections, 4 and 5, as passed in the Senate. The conferees
got together and an amendment was offered by the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. KeLry]l. The gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. Foss] is familiar with the maftter as is
every member of the conference. We unanimously agreed
that that was the best way to proceed in the matter; after-
ward the report went back to the Senate, and the conference
report was adopted. The Senate has approved the confer-
ence report. Sections 4 and 5 were not quite clear as to the
possibility of whether or not a man might not claim under
both sections at the same time. Of course, the Senate con-
ferees indicated that that was not the intention, but still it
was not clear.

Mr. SNELL. Then this really is an amendment fo
straighten out the meaning of sections 4 and 5?

Mr. ROMJUE. Yes.

Mr. SNELL. And it is clear now so that everybody can
understand it?

Mr. ROMJUE. That is what we think.

Mr. SNELL. Very well.

Mr. ROMJUE. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question
on the conference report.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the con-
ference report.

The conference report was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider the vote by which the conference
report was agreed to was laid on the table.

ELECTRIFICATION OF STEAM RAILROADS IN THE DISTRICT OF

COLUMBIA

Mr. PALMISANO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
for the present consideration of the bill (S. 2950) to author-
jze steam railroads to electrify their lines within the Dis-
trict of Columbia, and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Maryland?

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the right to object.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr, Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Is it necessary to ask unanimous con-
sent to call up a District of Columbia bill today?

The SPEAKER. The Chair is advised it is not.

Mr. SNELL. Have any of the members of the Committee
on the District of Columbia had notice that this bill was
going to be called up today?

Mr. PALMISANO. Today is District day?

Mr. SNELL, But it was understood we would go on with
the discussion of the tariff bill.

Mr. PALMISANO, I understand that unanimous consent
is not necessary.

The SPEAKER. It is not necessary.

Mr. SNELL. I think we ought to have notice of this kind
of legislation when it is coming up.

Mr. BYRNS. But this is District day.

Mr. SNELL. I understand that, but it was understood
that we were to go along with the debate on the tariff bill.

Mr, BYRNS. I do not know of any such understanding
made on the floor of the House. This is District day, and I
take it that any legislation which has been recommended is
in order.

Mr. SNELL. The chairman of the committee asked to
meef at 11 o’clock today so that we could go along with the
debate on the tariff bill. That is the understanding I had.
I do not know that there is any objection to this bill, but
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I think the Members should be notified when you are going
to bring up matters of this character.

Mr. PALMISANO. I may say, if the gentleman will allow
me to explain the bill, that I do not believe there will be
any objection to the bill, This is a Senate bill. The Dis-
trict Committee reported favorably a similar bill in the
House. It is to give a permit to the Pennsylvania Railroad
in order that they may be able to electrify their line from
New York to the District of Columbia. As I understand
now, they are unable to obtain a permit in the District of
Columbia under the law., This simply gives them that
right. It means that a great number of men will be
employed.

Mr. SNELL, Mr, Speaker, it is the principle that I am
objecting to. I am not going to object to this bill, because
I think I am for it, probably; but I think we should be
notified what the program is going to be each day. If we
are going to take up District of Columbia bills when it was
the general understanding of the House that we would go
along with the debate on the tariff bill, I think we are
entitled to know.

Mr, BYRNS. The rules of the House provide for 2 days
each month for the consideration of District of Columbia
legislation. Whenever District bills are reported, and on the
calendar, with a favorable report from the committee, it
seems to me the members of that committee ought to know
that when District day arrives those bills may be called up.

Mr, SNELL. But we have never obeyed that rule, and
the understanding was that we were to meet at 11 o’clock
so that we could go on with the debate on the tariff bill.
I am not going to object to this bill, but I am making a
general objection to calling up matters like this in advance.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That steam-railroad companies now operating
within the District of Columbia are hereby authorized, after ap-
proval of their detalled plans and issuance of a permit by the
Commissioners of the District of Columbia, to electrify their lines
within the District of Columbia and across the Anacostia and
Potomac Rivers with an alternating current overhead catenary or
other type of electrification system, with all necessary transmis-
sion, signal, and communication conductors and equipment, poles,
conduits, underground and overhead construction, substations,
and any other structures necessary in such electrification, the pro-
visions of any law or laws to the contrary notwithstanding.

Bec. 2. Bubmarine cables may be used at drawbridge openings,
provided previous approval shall have been obtained from the War
Department.

Sec. 3. Where necessary for such electrification, the Commis-
sloners of the District of Columbia may issue permits to construct
conduit systems through or under the surfaces of public streets or
other District of Columbia or United Btates property: Provided,
however, That three ducts therein shall be reserved for the use
of the United States and the District of Columbia.

Sec. 4. Nothing herein contained shall be construed as limiting
or abridging the authority of the War Department, the Commis-
sioners of the District of Columbia, or of the Interstate Commerce
Commission.

Sec. 5. The sald railroad companies shall be liable for any acci-
dent to, or injuries sustained by, any person by reason of any act
or omission of the railroad companies or by their agents or servants
during the construction, installation, maintenance, or operation
of the electrical equipment and apparatus of the railroad trains.

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, I
should like to ask the gentleman if this bill was submitted to
the Interstate Commerce Commission before action was
taken on it by the Committee on the District of Columbia?

Mr. PALMISANO. I do not believe there has been a re-
port from the Interstate Commerce Commission, but, as I
understand, it is a local matter. The Pennsylvania Railroad
has set up the poles and wires to the line of the District of
Columbia. They are now unable to proceed unless they
obtain a permit from the District of Columbia.

Mr. MAPES. Did the Committee on the District of Co-
lumbia hold hearings on the bill?

Mr. PALMISANO. Well, the committee passed on it. The
committee reported favorably on the bill. I cannot say
whether hearings were held or not.

Mr. MAPES. Did the District Committee hold hearings?

Mr. PALMISANO. The bill passed the Senate, and I un-
derstand hearings were held there. There was no hearing
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in the House committee, except that we took the matter up
in the regular way, and there seemed to be no objection.

Mr. MAPES. I have not read the bill, but I notice in the
reading of it by the Clerk there is a provision requiring the
Interstate Commerce Commission to take some action in
connection with this electrification. It seems to me it is a
matter of such importance that it ought to be referred to
the Interstate Commerce Commission before the House acts
upon it.

Mr. PALMISANO. As I understand, there has not been
any objection anywhere.

Mr. MAPES. It provides for underground cables; it pro-
vides for other things, and it is a matter of importance,
I think, the gentleman will concede. For all I know it is all
right, but it ought to be passed upon by some responsible
agency of the Government, and it seems to me it should be
referred to the Interstate Commerce Commission before we
act upon it blindly here.

Mr. BYRNS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MAPES. I yield.

Mr. BYRNS. Press reports state that the Reconstruc-
tion Finance Corporation has loaned $60,000,000 to the
Pennsylvania Railroad—and I am confirmed in that recol-
lection by the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. SanoLin]l—for
the purpose of doing this work. I take it that it is thor-
oughly agreeable with the Interstate Commerce Commission,
since the Government has allocated that amount of money
for the purpose of doing this work.

Mr. HASTINGS. And the bill has already passed the
Senate.

Mr. BYRNS. The bill has already passed the Senate, and
has been recommended by the House committee.

Mr. MAPES. If may be that the assumption of the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. Byrns] is correct. It may
have been referred to the Interstate Commerce Commission.
I do not know. My point is that before acting upon an
important measure of this kind, the House should have
before it something more than an assumption that it has
been referred to the Interstate Commerce Commission. We
should have a definite report from the Interstate Commerce
Commission before acting upon it.

Mr. BYRNS. The gentleman, of course, knows that the
Reconstruction Finance Corporation would not have taken
the step of loaning that immense amount of money without
entire approval by the Interstate Commerce Commission.

Now, that being so, and the Senate having passed this bill,
and the House committee having favorably recommended it,
it seems to me, since it involves simply the question of a
permit to enable this railroad to proceed with the work of
electrifying its lines between Washington and New York
City, that this bill should be passed. The gentleman from
Maryland has stated that without this permit the railroad
will be unable to proceed and to put these men to work.

Mr. MAPES. My position, Mr. Speaker, is simply this:
I assume this is a perfectly good bill, but from hearing it
read it occurs to me that there are several important
affirmative provisions in it, and it should not be passed by
the House without the approval of the Interstate Commerce
Commission. This approval can be obtained without any
difficulty. For myself, I would not want to take the respon-
sibility of acting upon it without the affirmative approval of
the Interstate Commerce Commission,

Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, MAPES. I yield.

Mr. BULWINKLE. Has not the Interstate Commerce
Commission already approved the electrification and the
work being done by the Pennsylvania Railroad?

Mr. MAPES. I do not know whether it has or not.

Mr. BULWINELE. It is bound to have approved it, for
the railroad has borrowed the money for this purpose from
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation.

Mr. MAPES. I do not know whether the Interstate Com-
merce Commission has approved this bill. Reference is
made in the bill to underground cables and other important
matters. It is not a very difficult thing fo secure the ap-
proval of the Commission if the project meets with its
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approval; and it is my belief that we should have knowledge
of the attitude of the Interstate Commerce Commission
before we act upon the bill.

Mr. BULWINKLE. I might say to the gentleman from
Michigan that the Interstate Commerce Commission did
approve the loan which is being made by the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation to carry out the work,

Mr. BYRNS. I think that is sufficient answer to the
gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. PATMISANO. This bill only permits the District
Commissioners fo grant a license to do the very thing that
is stated in the bill.

Mr. MAPES. Will the gentleman again read the refer-
ence in the bill to the Interstate Commerce Commission?

Mr., PALMISANO. That is section 4 of the bill. It reads
as follows:

Sec. 4. Nothing herein contained shall be construed as limiting
or abri the & of the War Department, the Commis-
sioners of the District of Columbia, or of the Interstate Commerce
Commission.

There is nothing in this bill that would limit their rights.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MAPES. 1 yield.

Mr. BLANTON. This bill merely permits them to exercise
in the District of Columbia those rights that they exercise
everywhere else between here and New York in the electrifi-
cation of this railroad. It gives them no additional fran-
chise of any kind. I think the bill is all right.

Mr. MAPES. It provides for the laying of certain under-
ground cables.

Mr. BLANTON. That is absolutely necessary. The Com-
missioners still have control of all these matters, for the
bill itself retains jurisdiction and contrel in the Commis-
sioners and the Interstate Commerce Commission.

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Speaker, I think it is a very easy mat-
ter to have this bill passed upon by the Interstate Com-
merce Commission. I dislike to object, but——

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order that
it is too late to object. This is District day, and it is in
order to call the bill up for consideration.

Mr. BLANTON. This bill is called up as a matter of
right.

The SPEAKER. The point of order is sustained.

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Speaker, I listened very carefully as
the bill was called up and watched the proceedings with
that point in mind. After the colloguy with the gentle-
man from New York, the Republican leader, nothing was
said except that the Clerk would report the bill.

Mr. BLANTON. But this is District of Columbia day,
and the District of Columbia Committee has a right to be
recognized to call a District of Columbia bill up as a matter
of right.

Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri, Mr, Speaker, will the gen-
tleman from Michigan yield?

Mr. MAPES. I yield.

Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. Why should the Inferstate
Commerce Commission pass upon a matter that deals solely
with the District of Columbia? This bill simply extends
power to the District Commissioners to take care of a local
situation. It is not a matter for the Interstate Commerce
Commission.

Mr. MAPES, Because it pertains to a railroad and should
have the approval of the Interstate Commerce Commission.

Mr. BYRNS. Does the gentleman believe that the Re-
construction Finance Corporation would approve a loan of
$60,000,000 fo this railroad unless the Inferstate Commerce

Commission had passed upon it?
Mr. MAPES. I do not think we are acting with a due

sense of responsibility if we pass this bill without the ap-
proval of the Commission.

Mr. BYRNS. Does the gentleman, merely upon that sort
of an objection, wish to delay this opportunity for employ-
ment another 2 weeks—merely because the gentleman thinks
this ought fo be again submitted to the Interstate Commerce
Commission?
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Mr. MAPES. When the gentleman says “again sub-
mitted ”, is he speaking accurately? I have been trying to
find out if it has been submitted to the Interstate Commerce
Commission at all.

Mr. BYRNS. It was not submitted by the House com-
mittee, but I assume it was by the Senate committee.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inguiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. O'CONNOR. I asked the Chair whether unanimous
consent was necessary to call up this bill and the Chair
ruled that it was not necessary.

The SPEAKER. That was the ruling of the Chair.

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Speaker, I have no desire to be tech-
nical in this. If the gentleman from Maryland wishes to
move that the House consider this legislation, of course, I
cannot object to that, but I do object to taking it up by
unanimous consent.

The SPEAKER. This bill is on the House Calendar.

Mr. MAPES. But no effort has been made to call it up
except by unanimous consent, and unanimous consent has
not yet been given.

The SPEAKER. This is District of Columbia day, and
the Acting Chairman of the District Committee, by direction
of that committee, may call this bill up as a matter of right.
The Chair will say that a similar House bill was favorably
reported by the District Committee and placed on the House
Calendar before the Senate bill came over. Under rule
XXIV, clause 2, the Committee on the District of Columbia
could dispose of this bill under the provisicns of clause 1
of the same rule or the committee could dispose of it under
clause 8 of that rule.

Mr. PALMISANO. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House
consider the bill (S. 2950) to authorize steam railroads to
electrify their lines within the District of Columbia and for
other purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Speaker, I could not hear the motion
or the statement of the Speaker. May I ask what the status
of the bill is at this time?

The SPEAKER. It is before the House for consideration.

Mr. BLANTON. Under the rules of the House.

The SPEAKER. It is before the House under the rules
of the House. The Clerk will report the bill.

The Clerk again read the Senate bill.

Mr. PALMISANO. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous
question on the bill to final passage.

The previous question was ordered.

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the table.

A similar House bill was laid on the table.

BUILDING~-AND-LOAN ASSOCIATIONS

Mr. PALMISANO. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia, I call up the bill
(8. 2089) to amend the Code of Laws for the District of
Columbia, approved March 3, 1901, as amended (D.C. Code,
title 5, ch. 3), relating to building-and-loan associations.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ele., That the Code of the District of Columbia
(31 Btat. 1300; D.C. Code, title 5, ch. 3) is amended by adding
at the end of title 5, chapter 3, thereof, the following new sec-
tions:

“8ec. 55. Personal property: The board of directors of any
building assoclation Incorporated or unincorporated, organized
and existing under the laws of the District of Columbia, to do
or now doing, in the District of Columbia, a building-association
business, in their discretion, may purchase the bonds of the
Home Owners' Loan Corporation created pursuant to the au-
thority of the Home Owners' Loan Act of 1933, approved June 13,
1933 (and sald association is hereby permitted to carry said bonds
as an asset at the par value of said bonds) or may subscribe
and pay for shares of any Federal corporation created or au-
thorized by law to lend money to building-and-loan assoclations.

“8ec. b8. Any building association incorporated or unincorpo-
rated, organired and under the laws of the District of
Columbia, to do or now doing, in the District of Columbia, a
bullding-association business, is authorized and empowered to
exchange mortgages or deeds of trust or the notes or bonds se-
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cured thereby or other obligations and liens secured on real
estate or any real estate, which it may have or hold, for the
bonds of the Home Owners' Loan Corporation created pursuant
to the authority of the Home Owners' Loan Act of 1933, approved
June 13, 1833, and sald association is hereby authorized to carry
sald bonds as an asset at the par value of said bonds.”

Mr. PALMISANO. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques-
tion on the bill to final passage.

The previous question was ordered.

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the table.

A similar House bill was laid on the table.

RECIPROCAL TRADE AGREEMENTS

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House
resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union for the further consideration of the bill
(H.R. 8687) to amend the Tariff Act of 1930.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill HR. 8687, with Mr. Parsons in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 25 minutes to
the gentleman from Texas [(Mr. SUMNERS].

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Chairman, regardless of
the attitude toward this proposed legislation, everybody
must recognize it as a very important item of proposed leg-
islation. Some question has been raised as to the constitu-
tionality of this proposed legislation. I lay no claim fo
being a constifutional lawyer, but I think I know as much
about the Constitution as some constitutional lawyers. If
I were able to do it, there are two or three things I should
like to do. I should like to take the strut out of states-
manship, and I should like to bring the Constitution within
the comprehension of the average person in America.

Those of us who are lawyers and those of us who claim to
be statesmen are a great deal like doctors; we are somewhat
opposed to using terms that folks can understand. I some-
times think if we statesmen were to pursue the methods
of the chemist, or rather, if the chemist were to pursue the
policy of ours, if he were asked to ascertain the com-
position of some representative samples taken from a moun-
tain, instead of analyzing the samples he would analyze the
mountain out of which the samples came and go through
a process of high-sounding reasoning and deduction as to
what is the probable contents of the samples.

Now, as a matter of fact, there is not anything very diffi-
cult of understanding about the constitutionality of this
bill. It is a plain question of whether or nol Congress has
the power to delegate to the President the responsibility
contained in the bill, and this is not a new question in
America. From the beginning of the Government, Congress
has found it necessary to make delegations of power to the
Chief Executive similar to, though not as extensive as, those
proposed by this bill. The principle is identical. The de-
gree is different, but principle and not degree is the test
which determines constitutional power,

During Washington’s first administration the Congress
gave to the Chief Exzecutive the power to levy a prehibition
against the ships of foreign countries if, in the judement of
the Executive, this was necessary in order properly to protect
the public interest. There was a long series of legislation of
this sort. The constitutionality was tested first in the Su-
preme Court and determined in the opinion cited in 7
Cranch., known as the “ Brig Aurora.”

1 shall not take time to discuss this decision, because it is
referred to in One Hundred and Forty-third United States
Reports, which is perhaps the leading case. This is the case
of Field against Clark. This matier reached the Supreme
Court when it was required to construe Federal statutes
which, while levying a tax upon sugar, leather, tea, and other
articles, provided, in substance, that the President might
suspend these tariff rates in the event he could make a
favorable trade with foreign nations.
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President in this case. The President’s discretion was as
broad as the field of American commerce. It is true he was
given a limited number of articles with which he could trade
with foreign countries, but the principle and power are
the same as though he bhad been given the entire list of
commodities.

This power of Congress to so empower the President was
tested in this case, Field against Clark. The question was
raised that section 3 of said act was unconstitutional and
void in that it delegated to the President the power to legis-
late, the power to deal with import duties, which power, by
section 1 of article VIII of the Constitution, is vested in the
Congress.

In this opinion the Court reviewed the former acts of Con-
gress from Washington’s administration down, to which I
have referred, approved them and held that in the acts under
challenge there was no unconstitutional attempt to delegate
powers to the President. I will call your attention to sec-
tion 3 of the act under examination in that case. This read-
ing is perhaps not very interesting. I appreciate the atten-
tion that the Members of Congress are giving to this rather
dry statement of a very important matter.,

This is section 3 of the act to which I have referred:

With a view to secure reciprocal trade with countries producing
the following articles and for this purpose on and after the 1st
day of January 1892, whenever and so often as the President shall
be satisfied that the government of any country producing and
exporting sugar, molasses, coffee, tea, and hides, raw and uncured,

or any other such article, imposes duties or other exactions upon
the agricultural or other products of the United States—

And so forth.

In the event the President became convinced of these
facts and then became convinced of the opportunity of
making a good bargain—this is the plain common-sense
translation of the language—the President was authorized
to make a trade agreement and in making that trade to
modify an existing rate.

The Court here refers to the decision in the case of the
brig Aurora (7 Cr.), to which I have referred, and ap-
proved that decision. I am proceeding as rapidly as I can
because I do not want to take too much of your time.

Among the declarations of the Court in this opinion is
this one:

If we find the Congress has frequently, from the organization
of the Government to the present time, conferred upon the Presi-
dent powers with reference to trade and commerce like those
conferred by the third section of the act of October 1, 1890, the
fact is entitled to great welght in determining the question
before us.

Which was a question of constitutionality.

This pronouncement of the Court is impertant because of
the fact that since the beginning of the Government powers
similar to that sought to be conferred by the bill now under
consideration were conferred by the Congress upon the Chief
Executive. The Supreme Court pronounced the rule of con-
struction in this case, of Field versus Clark, which is the
present rule of construction, that long-continued govern-
mental practice is to be given great consideration.

Now, you will recall the language contained in the act,
construed in the One Hundred and Forty-third United
States, referred to—

That at any time after the passage of this act it shall be lawful
for the President of the United States, if he shall deem it
expedient—

And so forth.

You have heard a good deal in the argument with refer-
ence to the unconstitutionality of this bill that it does not
put up a definite yardstick. There can be no broader yard-

stick than that contained in the act approved by the Su-
preme Court, in which it held that a delegation to the dis-
cretion of the President by the Congress to act whenever he,
the President, should deem it expedient, when he examined
the facts and matured a judgment he should put into
operation powers conferred upon him by the Congress if he
deemed it expedient.
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I continue to quote from Field versus Clark:
While some of these precedents are stronger—

The Court is referring now to the legislative precedents
to which I have referred—
than others in their application to the case before us, they all
show that in the judgment of the legislative branch of the
Government—

Now, pay particular attention to this, if you please—

It is often desirable, if not essential, for the protection of the
interests of our people against the unfriendly and discriminating
regulations established by foreign governments, in the interests
of their people, to invest the President with large discretion in
matters arising out of the execution of statutes relating to trade
and commerce with other nations * * * as given by so many
acts of Congress and embracing almost the entire period of our
national existence should not be overruled, unless upon a con-
viction that such legislation was clearly incompatible with the
supreme law of the land.

And, again, the Court holds in this case—and I am re-
fering extensively to this decision, because it clearly is the
leading case in the United States, establishing the power of
the Congress to make this character of delegation of au-
thority to the President which is embodied in the bill under
consideration. The first of these acts to which the Court
refers was that of June 1, 1794, and was during Washing-
ton’s first administration.

He was given power to lift certain restrictions on inter-
national commerce and to reestablish them whenever in
his opinion—not the opinion of Congress—the public safety
required. If not in this act the power to reestablish was
given, it certainly was given by a subsequent act, the one
construed in Seventh Cranch referred to.

This is interesting in view of the fact that while it is held
that Congress cannot delegate to the President legislative
power, it is also held that the delegation of this sort of
power, the sort proposed by this bill to be delegated, is not a
legislative power or authority.

With your permission, I am going to move across a con-
siderable period of time in our governmental history and
direct your attention now to a comparatively recent case—
the case of Hampton & Co. against the United States, re-
ported in Two Hundred and Seventy-sixth United States
Reports. Opinion by Mr. Chief Justice Taff.

I think this is the only other authority to which I shall
refer, although I have a memorandum of others.

This case arose under the flexible-tariff provision of the
tariffs acts, with which you are all familiar. The contention
was made in that case that Congress had no constitutional
authority to make that delegation to the Chief Executive.
In other words, it was attacked as an attempt to delegate to
the Chief Executive the power to make a law.

The Court passed squarely on that question and held in
that case, in that situation Congress had not delegated
legislative power to the President. The Court recognized,
of course, the great power that had been delegated to the
President, but held it was within constitutional warrant.

Chief Justice Taft, in the rendition of this opinion, likened
the power exercised by the President under the flexible
provision to the power exercised by the Interstate Commerce
Commission. It is like that power. These powers come
from the same source, and their delegation is subject to
identically the same constitutional limitations. When you
contemplate the powers exercised by the Interstate Com-
merce Commission under the delegation by the Congress,
you may quite appreciate within what scope the powers
of Congress can be delegated to the Chief Executive under
the provisions of the Constitution dealing with the revenue.

This opinion, if you will take occasion to examine it, if you
have the interest to do it, you will find that it and the opin-
jon which I cited in the One Hundred and Forty-third
United States cover the whole field. In other words, it is
not at all necessary to make an examination of any other
authority in order to understand exactly what is the hold-
ing of the Supreme Court of the United States in regard to
this sort of legislation.
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Perheps it would be worth while for me fo take a Iitfle
time to call attention to section 315—I believe that is the act
of 1922——

Mr. SAMUEL B. HILL, Section 315 corresponds to sec-
tion 350.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Section 315 provides:

That in order to regulate the foreign commerce of the United
States and to put into force and effect the policy of the Congress
by this act intended, whenever the President, upon investigation
of the differences in costs of production of articles wholly or in
part the growth or product of the United States and of like or
similar articles wholly or in part the growth or product of com-
peting foreign countries, shall find it thereby shown that the
duties fixed in this act do not equalize the said differences in costs
of production in the United States and the principal competing
country, he shall, by said investigation, ascertain said differences
and determine and proclaim the changes in classifications or in-
creases or decreases in any rate of duty provided in this act shown
by said ascertained differences in such costs of production neces-
sary to equalize the same.

Here is something that possibly a good many have over-
locked. I had until I made this examination. In section
(e) of this act it is provided that in ascertaining the differ-
ence between the cost of production under the previous sub-
divisions, (a) and (b) of this section, the President, insofar
as he finds it practicable, shall take into consideration the
difference in conditions in production, including wage, cost
of material, and other items, in the cost of production of
such articles in the United States and in compefing terri-
tory. Then follows 2 and 3 and 4, and 4 is a very interesting
provision. It is as follows:

Any other advantage or disadvantage in competition.

Therefore, we have a law on the statute books now which
authorizes the President of the United States in modifying
the rate fixed by the Congress up or down 50 percent to
take into consideration what we know as the cost-of-pro-
duction difference, and then any other advantage or dis-
advantage in competition. That is as broad as the earth.
It is difficult to conceive of any motive or reason or justifi-
cation that a President would like to have actuate him in
changing tariff rates which he wants to change that could
not be covered in under that language.

I want now to refer you to the language of Chief Justice
Taft, already referred to, in which he declared that the
same principal which permits Congress to delegate power to
fix railroad rates authorizes Congress to delegate power to
fix custom rates.

This is what the Court held:

The same principle that permits Congress to exercise its rate-
making power in interstate commerce by declaring the rule which
shall prevail in the legislative fixing of rates and enables it to
remit to a rate-making body created in accordance with this pro-

vision the fixing of such rates justifies a similar provision for the
fixing of customs dutles on imported merchandise,

After one reads that declaration by the Supreme Court
and calls fo mind the wide range of discretion exercised by
the Interstate Commerce Commission of the United States
in fixing rates, any lingering doubt as to the constitutionality
of this bill disappears. I have not tried to make a con-
stitutional argument of the orthodox sort. I hope I may
have been of some assistance even to those who do not agree
with my conclusions.

I am going to yield now for a few minutes to any inquiries
that Members may desire to put to me. How much time
have I remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. Seven minutes.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Iam going to ask the chairman
for just a few minutes more in order that I may yield for a
few questions.

Mr. DOUGHTON. I yield the gentleman 10 minutes
more.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I should be glad to yield to any
questions. This House is a very interesting body fo me. I
have found that most people who ask questions in this House
want some information. Of course, occasionally someone
will ask a question to trip one up, but that is all right.

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, SUMNERS of Texas. Yes,
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Mr. MAY. I have been trying fo follow the argument of
the gentleman, and from what I have heard I have the idea
that the sum and substance of the holding in the case in
the One Hundred and Forty-third United States Reports and
the subsequent case by Chief Justice Taft is that the Con-
gress does not delegate to the President legislative authority,
but mere power to deal with the legislation submitted to him,
and leaves entirely to the President the exercise of discretion
as to the time, the necessity, and the methods of applying
the legislation fo the particular questions which he has to
consider, and that it is not in fact a delegation of legislative
authority, but merely a delegation of power to deal with
legislation that has already been enacted.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. That is what the courts hold
with regard to the powers which have heretofore been dele-
gated by the Congress to the President. That is what the
courts have held with regard to the extraordinary powers
that have been delegated by Congress to the Interstate Com-
merce Commission, and there are some other decisions, a
number of them, dealing with the constitutionality of the
delegation of power which Congress has delegated to various
other agencies of the Government which exercise discretion.
In this particular case, to translate the language of this bill
into simple language, it is this: If enacted, it would carry
with it a declaration on the part of Congress that the job
of rehabilitating this country has not been completed. It
seems to me to indicate a judgment on the part of Congress
that one of the chief difficulties of ours, or the chief diseases,
lies in our economic circulatory system. I like to use that
expression because a long time ago I coined the phrase, and
I never have been able to get anybody to repeat it. We have
about all the things we need in this country and in the world,
plenty of everything, but they do not circulate. We have
just as definite an economic circulatory system as a doctor
can find in the human body. We have an economic circu-
latory system in the world of which we are a part. No man
lives unto himself and no nation can live unto itself.

We are a part of the business of the world. We are a
part of the economic body of the world. This bill recog-
nizes that we are in an unusual situation. Possibly the
Congress would not be willing to express a judgment as to
what ought to be done and project that judgment into the
period between this Congress and the next Congress, because
things are too much in a state of flux. That is one reason
why this bill is proposed.

Now, by this bill what you propose to do is to say to the
President of the United States, “ We are concerned to see
normal economic circulation revived in this country and
revived in the world, and we give you authority to do what
you can to help in that regard, taking care of the interest
of our people. You are authorized to move fo the right or
the left, up or down, and if you find that movement in
either of those directions carry you into greater difficulty,
carries you not to the goal, then you can change your direc-
tion, and change before too great harm may be done to our
hope and to the world’s hope of recovery. While we must
preserve our unrivaled nationalism and guard our economic
independence, insofar as it exists, it would seem an im-
possible thing for us fo reach a happy, secure, economic
stability in which the other nations have no part.

[Here the gavel fell.]l

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. Sumners] 10 additional minutes.

Mr. TERRELL of Texas. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I yield.

Mr. TERRELL of Texas. I have read the decision to
which the gentleman has referred and note carefully that
the Court holds that this delegation of taxing power is not a
delegation of the power. For instance, if the President raises
a tariff duty 50 percent, as he is authorized to do under the
law, the Court holds that he is not levying a tax on the
people. That is what I understand to be the holding of the
Court.

Mr, SUMNERS of Texas. I do not think that is the
holding.
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Mr. TERRELL of Texas. I think that is exactly what it
holds. I think it is, and I want to know the gentleman’s
opinion as to whether or not he is levying a tax if he raises
the duty to 50 percent, because taxing is the power of
Congress and not the power of anybody else.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Possibly the gentleman is right.

Mr. MOTT. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I yield.

Mr. MOTT. I should like to ask the distinguished
jurist——

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. That is not I.

Mr. MOTT. I think it is. I should like to ask the dis-
tinguished jurist if he does not think there is a fundamental
difference between Congress setting up a commission like the
Interstate Commerce Commission, for the purpose of regu-
lating domestic utilities by fixing rates, and Congress dele-
gating to the Executive legislative authority to make tariffs?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Yes; there would be a difference
if the gentleman’s premise were sound.

Mr. MOTT. I understood the gentleman to draw a par-
allel between those two actions of Congress, and to say
that they were similar.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Perhaps I can state my view
on what I believe is part of that which is in the gentleman’s
mind. When Congress delegates power to the President it
does not thereby delegate power to the Chief Executive as
such. It delegates power to an individual who is defined
and located by the description of the office which he holds.

Mr, MOTT. If the gentleman please, I did not say the
executive department. I said * Executive”, and by that I
meant the President.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Yes. I may have involved my-
self in trying to be clear. The delegation of power to the
President, insofar as its constitutionality is concerned, is
the same as the delegation of power to any other person,
not the President.

Mr. MOTT. I can see that distinction; but is not the
power delegated an entirely different kind of power? Is
not the power delegated to the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission to regulate domestic utilities by fixing rates en-
tirely different than the power which this bill proposes to
delegate to the President, to exercise a function formerly
exercised by Congress?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. May I say to my friend that
the power of Congress to regulate rates in interstate com-
merce is identically the same sort of power which the Con-
gress holds under the Constitution to regulate import duties.
That is what I am trying to say. So a delegation to an
agency to deal with one, insofar as constitutional questions
are concerned, seems to me to be identical with the delega-
tion of power to deal with the other. I am afraid that is as
clear as I can make it. That is my view, and that is the
best I can do about it.

Mr. MOTT. That is clear. But does not the gentleman
think there is a difference between the power impliedly in
Congress to regulate domestic utilities by fixing a rate, and
the specific power of making tariffs, which is given to the
Congress by the Constitution?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. No; not insofar as the nature
of the power or insofar as the ability to Congress to dele-
gate is concerned. That is the best I can do about it. I
may be wrong, of course. I think not.

Mr. GILCHRIST. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I yield.

Mr. GILCHRIST. I wish the gentleman knew how much
I appreciated his opinion, and he would then know why I
am asking this question. In the Hampton case, Two Hun-
dred and Seventy-sixth United States Reports, the question
before the Court was one in which the Tariff Commission
had indeed found, and had indeed told, the President what
it regarded as the difference in cost of production. Is that
a correct statement of the case?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I assume that is correct; yes.

Mr. GILCHRIST. Now, if that is true, then insofar as
the Court discussed any other proposition in the case, as,
for example, the general omnibus provisions of the act
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whereby the President could change tariffs for any other
reason, that discussion would not be appropriate to the real
decision if the facts were such as were based on the differ-
ence in cost of production.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I think the gentleman is largely
correct in his conclusion. I do believe, however, in reading
this case, that the Chief Justice anticipated questions that
might arise, and did intend to pronounce the judgment of
the Supreme Court not only with regard to this matter but
with regard to the closely associated collateral matters
which he might expect to come.

For instance, the declaration of the Court in this case
with regard to the Interstate Commerce Commission in a
very definite sense is obiter, but that pronouncement was so
related to the thing decided and is so obviously sound that it
may be given full credit as a definite determination by the
court of last resort of the fact of law embodied in the
words which I have quoted.

Mr. GILCHRIST. I am simply pointing out that those
things are not really within the case so far as the decision
itself is concerned.

Mr, SUMNERS of Texas. That is right.

Mr, JENKINS of Ohio. Mr, Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I yield.

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. I have followed the gentleman’s
discussion very closely. From what I understood him to
say, he considers this law as a continuation of the policy
laid down in the flexible clause of the present tariff act.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. It is an extension of the same
power.

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. If it is an extension of the flex-
ible provision, how can the gentleman square his vote
against the flexible provision 2 years ago with his present
advocacy of this power?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas, Of course the gentleman is not
asking me a question that deals with the constitutionality of
this bill, the thing at the moment being considered; but I
will answer him.

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. I think the gentleman would not
vote for anything that was not constitutional.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I voted against it before. The
gentleman would not want to hold me to vote for every-
thing just because it was constitutional.

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. I do not think the gentleman
would vote for any bill that was not constitutional.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I voted against it before, what-
ever you may want to make of that.

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, SUMNERS of Texas. I yield.

Mr. TOBEY. I want to read the gentleman three short
paragraphs and ask him a question at the conclusion. This
is from a statement made on the fioor of the House February
13, 1932, by the gentleman from Texas [Mr, SUMNERS]:

There is a tendency in this country manifested when we come
to write a tariff bill to surrender the powers which Nature says
belong to the representative branch.

They are being surrendered to the Executive. That is the truth
of it; and we are accumulating about the President of the United
States powers so great that no human being in human history has
been able, and no human being ever will be able, to possess with-
out their abusive exercise. I mean God Almighty has put that
limitation upon human capacity.

When we come to deal with our powers and responsibilities,
gentlemen of the Congress, let us not try to hide ourselves and
protect ourselves against the people through the shifting of powers
to the Executive—powers which belong to us.

Does the gentleman still feel that way?

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 additional
minutes to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I think the statements of Mr.
SumneRS on the floor under the circumstances under which
they were uttered were very wise statements. [Laughter.]
Angd if anybody believes that I believe in these concentra-
tions of Federal power as a permanent policy of government
or as a policy under normal conditions, he is very much
mistaken, I not only do not like these concentrations of
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power in the Federal Government but I do not like the con-
centration of power in the executive branch of the Gov-
ernment,

As I view this situation and as I have tried to state it
several times on the floor of the House, we are not privileged
now to deal with the economic conditions of this country
safely. We passed that day and that opportunity while you
were saying everything will be all right around the corner.
Great difficulties were challenging us to meet the situation,
but you were going along saying, “Everything will be all
right—just around the corner.”

I stated on the floor of the House during the last admin-
istration and tried to point out to my colleagues that we
were headed for the rocks. The only response I got was
“No, no.” Now, we do not have the privilege of proceeding
safely any more than a nation at war has the privilege of
proceeding safely. We are engaged in the greatest economic
war that ever challenged the genius of the statesmanship
and of the people of any age or generation; and now we
are paying the penalty and the House is having to do dan-
gerous things in order to save our very economic existence.
If during the 12 years that preceded this administration—
and I am not speaking only of the Republicans, I am speak-
ing of the American people. I i{ried in my small way to
rouse this Congress to a consciousness of its danger. I
went to my own people and told them we were headed for
the rocks; and nobody would listen. The man in the White
House then, Mr. Hoover, I do not hold entirely responsible;
it was the responsibility of the American people. The point
I am trying to bring home to you gentlemen on the Republi-
can side is that you fiddled while Rome was catching fire.
Now we have got fo try to put out the flames. I do not
place all the responsibility on that side. I want that un-
derstood, for the gentleman has quoted what I said some
years ago. What I said then was right, and sound under
normal conditions.

A good many people seem to feel that we have about
reached the shore and they are beginning to rock the boat.
Every Republican voted against this bill in the committee;
every Democrat voted for it in the committee. That is a
dangerous sign. Over all this country we see people, it
seems to me, who just a year ago were crying out for salva-
tion, willing to do anything; now, when the President is
trying to bring the ship to shore, the ship which has the
whele United States aboard, they have forgotten their dan-
ger, having had a little taste of profits and dividends, and are
rocking the boat.

If I am quoted on this next statement I hope the state-
ment will be balanced up. Laboring men who have not
had a job for 2 years and who now have a little taste of
employment are looking around for an excuse to strike.
Republicans who have been going along with the admin-
istration, standing shoulder to shoulder with the admin-
istration, are now playing for political advantage. Over
on the Democratic side we are rowing about this thing, that
thing, and the other thing. I am not criticizing you. The
election is mighty close. If our situations were changed
around I guess we would be doing the same thing. I am
not putting on airs or assuming any “holier than thou”
attitude, but may I say to the Democratic side and to the
Republican side, and I hope I will not appear presumptuous,
and to the great captains of industry and finance and to the
laboring men, and to the people as a whole, that we have not
reached the shore. We are in the middle of the stream, and
we are living on borrowed money. This thing which a lot
of people are mistaking for normal prosperity is the result
of a shot in the arm and we have been borrowing the money
to buy the dope.

I want to tell you right now, and I say to the American
people today, that this Nation is on the brink yet. Of course,
we all get irritated at some of these generals and professors
telling the American people what to do, but I imagine they
are worn to a frazzle. I imagine they are worn out. The
point is when you rock the boat the other fellow is in you
rock the boat you are in. We are all in the same boat.
That is what I am trying to say. [Applause.]
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May I tell you right now that this is no time fo try to
play any funny stuff. If there ever was a time in the
history of the Nation when conditions challenged us to for-
get our personal interests and to put our hands fo the oar
and devote ourselves to trying to reach shore, it is this
minute.

I am uneasy about the rows and controversies developing
all over the United States. I do not think Mr. Roosevelt is
other than a mortal. He makes mistakes. But there is a
man who is giving his life in an effort to save his people.
He is entitled to the confidence and support of everyone who
has any concern for their own self-interests. He has not
had a chance to do this thing properly. I do not like to see
all these professors brought in. Professors are mighty good
to instruct and advise, but they are mighty poor to direct
and determine. They are all right in their job, but this is
not their job. But they were about all he could get, because
the truth is that most of us statesmen have been looking
no further into the mysteries of statecraft, not much
further, than the next election.

The President hoped to have a little time to orient him-
self before he had to tackle the job, but you will remember
that the music of the bands that celebrated his inauguration
was marred by the crashing of banks all over the Nation the
very day of the celebration. When the responsibilities came
he did not have a minute. The banks, the railroads, the
life-insurance companies, the whole economic structure, was
tottering and about to fall.

Up to this time in the main he has been trying to do two
things. He has been trying to prevent that structure from
falling, and at the same time keeping millions of idle people
from starving. But the real work of construction and re-
construction in the main is yet to be done. The Democrats
and the Republicans deep down under the skin are the same
sort of people. I do not claim for the right-hand side of this
Chamber one thing that I do not yield to the men and
women on the left-hand side of this Chamber. I have never
seen the time since I have been here when we were faced
with a real crisis, and the men on the Republican side real-
ized that the crisis was at hand, that they did not rise to as
high a level of statesmanship as anybody on the Democratic
side. At this time I am trying to speak to my people. You
are not Democrats or Republicans in the hour of your
Nation’s danger., You are the representatives of a people
who are looking to you in this hour of great peril. We are
operating under a war psychology.

As I have tried to say two or three times, it is a very inter-
esting fact that the Anglo-Saxon people, our people, who
have operated a parliamentary system of government for
over a thousand years, have developed certain governmental
instinets. One of the governmental instincts which Anglo-
Saxon people have developed is to scent the existence of a
crisis that requires a quicker pick-up and a stronger power
than the ordinary Anglo-Saxon institutions afford. Under
such circumstances, en mass they turn from the ordinary
operation of their governmental machines and concentrate
governmental powers in their Executive. We have had the
remarkable genius, however, of concentrating those powers
and at the same time retaining the power to control iheir
exercise and the power of recapture and redistribute them.

We are in one of those hours now. With all due respect, it
is positively ridiculous for a man to stand on the floor of
this House, when our country is at war with economic con-
ditions and the whole nation is operating under a war
psychology, and undertake to measure human conduct and
legislative duty in this hour by the standards which the peo-
ple observe under ordinary conditions. That is the answer
to my friend, the distinguished gentleman who asked me
with regard to what I said 2 years ago. I hope conditions
will permit me to say that something less than 2 years from
now I want these plans to be successful but not satisfactory.
I believe in the people, in their ability, and in their right to
govern themselves. No people can remain free who lose the
capacity for self-government. That capacity can be pre-
served only by its exercise. If I did not believe that we
could turn from this unsatisfactory condition and go back



5432

say let the crash come now. I would rather have liberty and
distributed responsibility than a half cent more per pound
for my pigs. [Applause.] We have been a foolish genera-
tion, a childish generation. We have gone head-on into this
awful mess. We have got to stand together or we fall
separately.

The first thing to do now is to get shoulder to shoulder
and work together. We are all in the same boat. I think
you Republicans will pick up a good many votes, anyhow,
next time. If we could get some like BErT SwELL and quite
a lot of others over there I would not mind it so much. Of
course, I would hate to give up any of the boys on this side,
but in your desire to get votes do not rock the hoat. The
swimming will be just as hard for BerT SweLL and his crowd
if you turn the boat over as it is going to be for the boys on
this side and for our people.

There are some dangerous indications abroad in the land.
I do not like this sort of legislation any more than you do.
But the big job is to restore trade, to revive commodity cir-
cularization.

We have permitted whatever opportunity we had to pro-
ceed in the ordinary way to go by.

Quick action, ability quickly to back up if hurtful results
begin to be manifest—these are demanded by the difficulties
in which we are involved. That is why we have now to give
these powers to the President.

I cannot just exactly tell you where I started and I am
certainly not sure where I have arrived, but I know my time
is out, and I thank you very much for the privilege of talking
with you. [Applause.]

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 25 minutes to
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. DickinsoN].

RECIPROCAL TARIFF AGREEMENTS

Mr, DICKINSON., Mr. Chairman, H.R. 8687 is a bill to
amend the Tariff Act of 1930. Its purpose is the promo-
tion of foreign trade. The surplus products of farm and
factory should find a market in all foreign lands. Depres-
sion unparalleled in our history invites an earnest effort to
restore prosperity to our common country. Unemployment
is abroad in the land. A united appeal from the masses for
relief should spur Congress to action. In response to this
demand this bill is proposed and presented to Congress by
the Ways and Means Committee at the instance of President
Roosevelt, and its early passage urged upon this body. Con-
fidence in the President is invited.

Trade and commerce are a necessity to the prosperity of
nations and those nations in all ages that have encouraged
commerce have grown in wealth and power. Note the life
and history of Rome, Spain, Great Britain, and Japan. An-
cient Rome became great and powerful through the ex-
tension of her trade and commerce with all nations and
the Roman Empire dominated the known world. When she
lost her world trade and commerce, her power and wealth
were gone and isolation became her heritage. When Spain
lost her foreign trade and her colonies to other countries,
this once proud nation of extensive commerce dropped to a
third-rate power, and might now be classed as a self-con-
tained nation living within its own borders a life of isola-
tion, her world influence largely gone. The power and
wealth and influence of Great Britain is due to her trade
and commerce with all the peoples of all climes and her
trading vessels plow the waves of all seas, her commerce ex-
tends over all lands and the sun never ceases to shine upon
her British colonies and possessions. Whenever she loses her
trade and commerce, isolation will be her heritage and her
power as a great nation of world-wide influence will have
ended. Japan, uncivilized, lived in darkness and ignorance
of the outside world until a great American steered his
United States vessel into the harbor of Japan and there
opened its eyes to the fact that there was an outside world
with which it could trade. Today Japan is no longer a na-
tion of isolation, but ranks as a first-class nation, conscious
of its strength and power, seeking commerce and trade with
all nations.
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Many nations have fried by force to extend their trade
and commerce to increase their wealth and to secure pros-
perity and to avoid the isolation, that brings decay. The
great cities of the United States owe their large popu-
lations and accumulated wealth to the fact that they are
located on the borders of the oceans and on great lakes and
rivers where they can enjoy more fayorable commerce.

This proposed bill follows the Democratic platform at
Chicago in 19832, upon which the Democratic Party went to
the country with its nominees and won a great victory at
the polls in November 1932. The authority here sought to
be given to the President to enter into foreign trade agree-
ments with foreign governments by which our products of
farm and factory can be sold in foreign markets is the same
kind of authority given by other governments to their chief
executives. Shall we sit idly by and refuse to give to our
President by act of Congress the needed authority to in-
crease our commerce and the larger export of our surplus
products? To refuse would be to declare for the doctrine of
isolation, which has darkened every nation in the past, that
has built and maintained high walls of protection against
trade wtih other nations. To maintain these high walls is
to invite retaliation and reduce our exports to foreign mar-
kets. As other nations and governments have trusted their
high executives with this authority, the same power should
be given our President, who will safeguard the rights of the
people of the United States and all its interests and indus-
tries. Let us not take too much counsel of our fears but
rather have confidence and hope that our condition may be
improved by an increased sale of our foreign products.

The weak countries in all ages are those that have dark-
ened their lands by avoiding foreign trade, and the civilized
and strong nations are those that have engaged in’ trade
and commerce with other nations. You are invited by the
minority not to have confidence in the President. I am told
that the Republican minority is united in opposition to this
bill. This is evidenced by the Republican minority report of
the Ways and Means Committee in their apparent partisan
opposition. Our Republican friends have little right to com-
plain of our President, who has been generous to them in a
largely nonpartisan administration. The doctrine of isola-
tion that they advocate for our country and their party
creed, which they proclaim in their opposition to this bill,
will not avail them, nor restore them to power. They may
forsake the doctrines proclaimed by their great leaders,
James G. Blaine, William McKinley, and Theodore Roose-
velt, and they may repudiate the recent utterances of Ogden
L. Mills in his speech at Topeka, Kans., and they may now
seek a new cry of isolation for their party creed, and call
it America self-contained, but it will not avail them. The
hope of the Nation will not rest on the desert of isolation.
The argument against the constitutionality of this measure,
in my judgment, will break down, answered so often by the
Supreme Court in passing on somewhat similar provisions in
prior tariff laws. I invite your attention to that part of the
majority report, which, on pages 9, 10, and 11 of said report,
so fully discusses this question.

The alarming decrease in our export trade calls for action
to remedy this condition. We must increase our sales or
lessen our production, lessen the employment of labor,
lessen the return to prosperity from the deep depression
into which our country was driven after 12 years of Repub-
lican rule. Trade and commerce with all nations has becn
the creed and doctrine upon which our country has grown
great in wealth and prosperity. Let us not abandon that
healthful policy that has enabled the United States to dis-
pose of its surplus products to meet the needs of other
countries.

Reciprocal tariff agreements have been long advocated in
the past by prominent statesmen of the United States. This

question comes to the front now, because of the break-down
in world commerce, and while other nations are seeking,
through trade agreements and tariff bargaining to increase
their commerce, this country should be active in increasing
her commerce with foreign nations at the earliest possible
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date, so that the United States, by proper agreements, may
dispose of her surplus products of farm and factory wher-
ever possible. To effectuate that purpose it seems necessary
by appropriate legislation to grant to the Chief Executive
the power to promote foreign trade by reasonable and mu-
tual agreements that may be beneficial and helpful to the
contracting countries. Friendly trade with all nations
would not only tend to increase the wealth of the trading
nations but should tend to produce friendship and cordial
relations and lessen the chances of war and world dis-
turbances, and at the same time lower the high-tariff walls
that destroy trade and commerce; that tend to impoverish
the nations that cannot dispose of their surplus products.
Discriminatory tariff rates in retaliation by one country
against another should be avoided in the interest of peace
and commerce.

We cannot afford to stand still and invite decay by neg-
lecting to act, where action is necessary, or else our foreign
trade may entirely disappear. Other nations are seeking
new fields of commerce with other countries, and we must
act quickly, and we can only do so by Executive action, and
secure beneficial trade agreements by which foreign nations
will purchase our surplus products rather than seek other
markets,

Let me here quote brief extracts from the hearings before
the Ways and Means Committee. The President in his mes-
sage asking for this authority said:

World trade has declined with startling rapidity. Our exports
in 1933 were but 52 percent of the 1929 volume and 32 percent of
the 1029 value. Other governments are winning their share of
international trade by negotiated reciprocal trade agreements. If
American agriculture and Industrial interests are to retain their
deserved place in this trade the American Government must be
in a position to bargain for that place by rapid and decisive nego-

tiation. Legislation such as this is an essentlal step in the prog-
ress of national economic recovery.

Secretary of State Hull in his testimony before our com-
mittee quoted President McKinley, who said, “ Commercial
wars are unprofitable.,” He further stated:

The total exports of the United States fell from £5,157,000,000

in 1929 to $1.149,000,000 in 1933, while imports fell from $4,339,-
000,000 in 1929 to $1,122,000,000 in 1933.

He further said:

International commerce on a fair and mutually profitable basis
is the greatest civilizer and peacemaker in the experience of the
human race.

The whole purpose, of course, is to promote primarily our
domestic prosperity—that is, the primary and paramount
purpose. We must have a market for our surplus products.
Secretary of Commerce Roper said:

The falling off of our foreign trade with other nations during

the last 4 years has been among the major forces in paralyzing
our economic system.

Mr. O’Brien, Chairman of the Tariff Commission, ap-
pointed by a Republican President, said:

Whatever may be said about our tariff policy, as it applied
during the last 150 years, we have reached the point now where
under existing conditions, if we are to keep pace with the rest of
the world, we must take action similar to the action they have
taken with reference to negotiating trade agreements.

Assistant Secretary of State Sayres said:

The power which this bill would grant is not in any sense a
drastic departure from the power which has been exercised many
times before In the history of our country by the President of the
United States within the confines of power delegated to him by
Congress—it is of the same kind carried on for the promotion of
commerce from the earliest days. The loss of foreign markets to
farmers means a lessened production, decreased acreage, and no
surplus from agriculture. means also a loss to industry and closed
factories, a discharge of labor, and increased unemployment.

Let us not abandon our foreign trade without a trial
through Executive power to extend our needed foreign mar-
kets. Let us not withdraw our freight vessels from the high
seas and tie them up in habors there to decay, because of
the end of commerce with foreign countries. If any foreign
trade agreement fails to bring helpful results, it can be
quickly terminated under the terms of the last section (h)
of this bill, which reads as follows:
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Every foreign-trade agreement concluded pursuant to this act
shell be subject to termination, upon due notice to the foreign
government concerned, at the end of not more than 8 years from
the date on which the agreement comes into force, and, if not
then terminated, shall be subject to termination thereafter upon
not more than 6 months' notice,

A failure to pass this bill will be taken and understood as
a want of confidence in the President of the United States.
Whom the people trust with great power, Representatives in
Congress can well afford to trust with reasonable power to
negotiate trade agreements to increase our foreign trade.
[Applause.]

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 hour to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. SNeELL].

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Chairman, no one who respects the con-
stitutional limitations which insure the orderly operation of
this Government ean look upon this bill with anything but
amazement and dismay.

It is amazing that the party in power should be so lacking
in the sense of responsibility as to make a proposal to de-
moralize the operations of government. It is shocking that
this outrageous proposal is made in the name of economic
equilibrium and recovery.

But amazement deepens into dismay when it is realized
that the Democratic Party not only intends to perpeirate
this outrage upon the Constitution, but possesses the power
to accomplish its purpose temporarily. During the period
between enactment of this measure and the inevitable judg-
ment that will declare it null and void, the Government,
industry, and individual citizens will suffer incalculable
injury.

The first and most important power conferred upon Con-
gress is the power to lay and collect taxes and duties. This
is the power of life and death, not only over the Govern-
ment, but over industry and individuals. The people con-
ferred this power upon Congress and denied it to any other
agent. Congress cannot divest itself of this power while the
Constitution lives. It may try to do so, but its attempt will
merely lead to damage, confusion, and failure.

I indict this bill as unconstifutional to the core, because
it attempts to rob Congress of its power to lay and collect
duties.

The most important power of this House is the exclusive
power to criginate bills for raising revenue. The people re-
quire this House to determine how and to what extent they
shall be taxed.

The House cannot divest itself of this authority. Congress
must control all the sources of revenue. Unless the House
ascertains these sources and provides for the national
finances, the Government cannot endure. It would be im-
possible to regulate the income and expenditures of the
Government if any agency other than Congress should have
power to raise revenue.

This bill attempts to violate the Constitution by depriving
this House of the right to originate bills for raising revenue.

We all know that the American Union was established as
a result of conflicts over commerce and the impossibility of
regulating foreign commerce by the separate States. The
power to regulate foreign commerce is vested in Congress by
the Constitution. Next to the power to tax, the regulation
of commerce is perhaps the most important authority con-
ferred upon Congress.

Yet this bill proposes to take away from Congress its
power to regulate commerce. If this bill becomes law, Con-
gress will have abdicated its power. The President will be-
come the lawmaking power in all that pertains to commercial
relations with all foreign nations. He will not only have
power to raise or lower duties but he will be empowered to
impose import quotas and licenses, diseriminate in exchange
and clearing regulations, and set up restrictions requiring
that imported goods shall contain a certain proportion of
domestic produce. He can raise consular and other admin-
istrative fees. He can require goods fo be marked in such
manner as to restrict or increase imports from certain coun=-
tries. He can impose sanitary regulations as a means of
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regulating commerce. He can discriminate between foreign
nations, favoring some and antagonizing others.

It is idle to say that Congress will have power to regulate
foreign commerce after it has granted to the President these
unlimited powers. Congress will be unable to determine the
sum total of revenue if the President is empowered to fix
the rates of duty on imported goods. He will have control
over the revenue to a great extent by controlling foreign
commerce.

In another vital particular this bill attempts to violate the
Constitution. It proposes to transfer the treaty-making
power to the Executive. I oppose this attempt with all the
force at my command, because it is a furtive effort to ac-
complish by indirect means the destruction of the power of
Congress to lay and collect duties and of the power of this
House to originate pills for raising revenue.

We are denied information regarding all of the ultimate
objectives of this measure; just another measure the people
Lmust not know about until it is too la.@ Rumor has it we

have agents in Europe making deals now. One is for free
cement from Belgium. How will the cement manufacturers
from the Atlantic seaboard like that? Another is free lum-
ber from Russia. How will the Northwest like that? And
there are many others, all of which means destruction of
American industries. Spokesmen of the administration have
admitted that one of the purposes of the measure is to
destroy some of the industries of the United States. How
many industries are to be destroyed is not disclosed, but
apparently any industry which does not produce goods as
cheaply as they can be obtained from foreign countries is
marked for destruction.

The Secretary of Agriculture specifically mentioned the
sugar-beet industry, the cane-sugar industry, the lace-
making and fine textile industry, and the toy industry as
scheduled for extinction. He described them as “ineffi-
cient ”, and announced that all inefficient industries must be
destroyed, so that more efficient foreign industries may sup-
ply this market.

This process of destruction is to be merciful, according to
Secretary Wallace. Industry is to be destroyed by slow tor-
ture instead of by a single deathblow. He said:

The procedure should be slow, should be careful, taking into
account the fact, we will say, for instance, that here are certain
workers who have spent their whole lifetime working in a factory
of this type and, if there is & rapid loss In markets for the goods

produced through that factory, an injustice might be done, and
that falr warning should be given.

Thank the Lord he is even that much interested in Amer-
ican industry.

Although Secretary Wallace admits that 5,000,000 Ameri-
cans are employed in what he describes as * inefficient in-
dustries 7, he would destroy those industries. I call your
attention to this extract from the hearings before the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means on March 8:

Mr. WaLLacE. I can conceive of a situation where Germany,
for instance, might be willing to lower the tariff on lard in case
she could move, we will say, some toys into the United States.

Mr. Reep. Well, would you favor lowering the tariffs on things
Germany produces and ships to this country and which we pro-
duce here in our own country?

Mr. WaLLace. If Germany can produce them more efficiently
than we can, it would be of benefit to our consumers, and our
consumers certainly represent the eventually dominant interest in
our population. * * * Germany has a large number of small
industries.

Mr. KnuTson. Are they efficlent?

Mr. Warrace. They seem to be more efficient than our own;
they are willing to sell at lower prices. The Germans are un-
doubtedly able to sell toys for less than our people are able to
gell toys. * ¢ ¢

Secretary Wallace thinks they are efficient because they
are willing to sell for less than we do. If Americans
worked as long hours and for as low wages as the Germans,
they would equal that efficiency. Or, in other words, he
would reduce American labor to the same plane as German
labor or destroy them entirely. And if you pass this bill
he will have more to do with its administration than any
other man, for he has had a taste of the taxing power
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through the processing tax, and would be willing to have
more.

Mr. TrREADWAY. You would not approve of the expansion of the
growing of cane sugar in Florida?

Mr. Warrace. I would not, unless it is an efficient industry, and

it is clearly not; they cannot produce as cheaply there as they do
in Cuba.

Mr, TrEADWAY. They can employ American hands.

Mr. WaLrace. We will have more net material welfare if we
produce things we can produce efficiently and exchange them for
goods precduced more efficiently elsewhere,

From this statement you can see what will happen to
your sugar industry.

This astounding revolution in American financial and
commercial policy is not to be a mere emergency expedient,
It is to be a permanent alienation of the powers of Con-
gress. It is to make the Executive a permanent dictator
over national revenue and commerce. I deny that the lan-

‘guage purporting to limit tariff treaties to 3 years has any

such meaning. The bill makes such agreements or treaties

| subject to termination, but they do not automatically

terminate. They remain in full force and effect unless for-
mal notice of termination is given in advance of expiration.
The spokesmen of the administration in advocating this
bill plainly give notice that it is permanent legislation.
Congress is duly warned that it need not expect to recap-
ture its powers if this bill should withstand the judicial test.
I have no doubt that this measure, if enacted, would be
kicked out of court as unconstitutional, but great damage
would be done in the meantime.
etary Hull told the Committee on Ways and Means
that much could be done in executive tariff lawmaking be-
fore this bill could be made void by the courts. He said he
had in mind the phases of the bill which might be uncon-
stitutional, but he made it plain that the bill should be
enacted, even if it is unconstitutional. Here is what he said:
I have In mind all these phases, but at the same time I am
literally moved, driven, and kicked into another line of thinking,
which related to 30,000,000 unemployed people in the world, * * *
Mr. TrEaDWAY. If those 30,000,000 people scattered throughout
the world and their families are a first consideration, should not
that clause of the Constitution be amended in order to take care
of the 30,000,000 people and not to violate the Constitution directly
by legislative action?

Mr. Huir. That is what they sald to Abraham Lincoln when he
had to suspend one or two phases for the time being.

So, ostensibly for the time being, to help 30,000,000 pecple
in foreign countries, the Secretary of State is willing to
suspend one or two phases of the Constitution.

But is Congress willing? Is the Supreme Court willing?
Are the people of the United States willing to destroy the
safeguards of their liberty?

We have the solemn judicial admonition of Chief Justice
Taft, in the majority opinion of the Unifed States in the case
of Hampton, Jr., against United States, that—

It is a breach of the national fundamental law if Congress gives

up its legislative power and transfers it to the President or to the
judiciary branch,

In meeting the economic emergency let us not make a bad
matter worse by vioclating fundamental law. Let us not
create a jungle in which we would wander blindly until extri-
cated by the Supreme Court. Lef us solve emergency prob-
lems by law and not by outrage of law. Let us give to the
President powers that will be effective because they are
constitutional—not deceptive and futile appearances of
power that cannot withstand the blast of judicial con-
demnation. Let us not cheat the people by pretending that
relief can be given by setting aside the Constitution. While
we are trying to help the people, let us not rob them of
their guaranties of safety against unbridled excesses of
POwWer.

Now is the time for sane thinking, not hysterical leaps
into unknown difficulties which would increase our na-
tional hardships. We cannot afford to delude ourselves or
the people at this critical time. As honest legislators, we
know that we cannot strip Congress of its constitutional
powers, Why not be honest with ourselves and the people?
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The pending bill represents the acme of Democratic in-
consistencies. It is the culmination of one attack after an-
other upon the Constitution. It is the capstone to the monu-
ment of powers abdicated by the Congress and delegated o
the President. It is a complete about-face of the President
nd _the Democratic Party.

Two years ago they sought to take from the then President
his limited powers under the flexible provision of the Repub-
lican tariff act to change rates of duty and to require him
to recommend to Congress any increase or decrease in duties
proposed by the Tariff Commission. The Democratic Party
at that time would not trust even limited powers to the
President, but would require him to come to Congress for
approval of his recommendations, and that party undertock
to justify their position on constitutional grounds.

Now, however, they go farther in this bill by clothing the
President with what is practically plenary power to make
rates of duty within the limitation of 50 percent of existing
rates. From the President’s action there would be no appeal.

The Democratic platform of 1932 advocated “a competi-
tive tariff for revenue ”, with a fact-finding tariff commis-
sion free from Executive interference. On this plank the
Democratic candidate for President, now the incumbent of
the White House, stood unequivocally. In his Albany speech
of July 30, 1932, he said:

It is a difficult and highly technical matter to determine stand-
ards and costs of production abroad and at home. A commission
of experts can be trusted to find such facts, but not to dictate

policies. The facts should be lefi to speak for themselves free
from Presidential interference.

Note that the Democratic platform and the Democratic
candidate were both opposed to “ Presidential interference ”,
and yet within the brief period of 2 years we find the Presi-
dent changing front on this question just as he changed
front on his promise to preserve “a sound currency at all
hazards.”

In proposing the delegation of the autocratic power con-
ferred by this bill, the President underfakes to give assur-
ance “ that no sound and important American interest will
be injuriously disturbed.”

When we remember the assurance given us by the Presi-
dent that he would administer the Economy Act with justice
and sympathy toward veterans, which assurance caused
many of us to support that measure, we cannot now but
wonder what reliance may be placed in this latest assur-
ance when we realize that by this bill you are placing the
fate and destiny of our entire commercial structure in the
hands of one man—power to use in his discretion. I declare
and challenge successful contradiction that this is the first
time in all our history that such grant of power has been
proposed without recourse to Congress for approval of Presi-
dential acts.

When the Democratic Party in this House 2 years ago
sought to wrest from President Hoover his authority under
the present law, they argued in favor of the prerogatives of
Congress under the Constitution. Foremost was the able
and distinguished gentleman from Alabama [Mr. BANKHEAD],
What my friend said then is even more applicable today in
respect to the pending bill. He said:

Here in this body and in the body at the other end of the Capitol
under the Constitution are joined the powers to devise and frame
legislation affecting the revenues of this country and its domes-
tic and foreign economic policies as far as they are affected by the
tariff, This bill. * * * is but a return to the Congress of the
United States of that original power and jurisdiction affecting
these measures which, in my opinion, should never have been
taken away from it and vested exclusively in the Executive of this
country (ConcreEssioNAL REcorDp, Jan. 8, 1932, p. 1508).

That is what my friend from Alabama said when we had a
Republican President. I am waiting with much interest to
see what he will say and how he will vote on the present bill
affecting a Democratic President. Let us see who is playing
polities.

Likewise, my genial friend, my colleague from New York,
Mr. O'ConnoOR, joined the gentleman from Alabama in pro-
tecting the constitutional rights of Congress.

Bince Woodrow Wilson—
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He said—
the Democratic Party has stood for the proposition of taking the

tariff out of politics and the other extreme of putting It up
there in the Executive Mansion (CoNgressioNAL RECORD, Jan. 8,
1932, p. 1510).

The gentleman from Indiana [Mr. GrREeNwoobl, the pres-
ent Democratic whip, was equally vehement. He said:

The travesty in any tariff law, I think, has been to delegate the
suthority with reference to the creation of tariff duties and tax
legislation to the Executive Department. I think it is contrary
to the traditions of our Government, although the Supreme Court
may have ruled that it is constitutional; still as a traditional
policy of our country, I, as one Democrat, think I voice the senti-
ment of the majority of my party—I am opposed to the President

of the United Sfates enacting tariff duties or tariff fundamentals.
(ConcrEssioNAL REcorp, Jan. 8, 1932, p. 1511.)

The gentleman from EKentucky [Mr. Vinsox], a present
member of the Ways and Means Committee, complained bit-
terly against delegating tariffi authority to the President
and the supine relinquishment of legislative power to the
Executive.

We do not advocate—
He exclaimed—

autocracy and bureaucracy, yet there are men who permit their
growth in the name of expediency. * * * The Fathers who
wrote the Constitution never contemplated the placing of the
power to fix rates in the hands of the President. (CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp, Jan. 8, 1932, p. 1538.)

Buf, Mr. Chairman, these expressions from our Democratic
friends in the last Congress were buf feeble echoes of the
implications and denunciations hurled at the flexible provi-
sion of the Hawley-Smoot Act of 1930.

With no intention fo further embarrass our Democratic
friends, but with a view to refreshing their memories, let me
quote briefly from the remarks of some of our distinguished
Democratic friends made upon this floor at that time. We
then had with us the present distinguished Secretary of
State, Mr. Hull, for whom I have profound regard and re-
spect. Judge Hull regarded flexible tariff provisions as * sub-
versive of the plain functions of Congress ” and an “ unjusti-
fiable arrogance of power and authority to the President.”

Later on, in another body, he referred to the power granted
to the President as a—

Vast and uncontrolled power larger than had been surrendered
by one great coordinate department of the Government to another
since the British House of Commons wrenched the taxing power
from an autocratic King.

And yet today we find our able Secretary of State advo-
cating the passage of the pending bill, of which I might
say he is the chief proponent.

The present Chairman of the Ways and Means Commit-
tee, the genial gentleman from Norfh Carolina [Mr. DoucH-
TOoN], was also solicitous for observing the constitutional
rights of Congress. He said:

The fathers who framed the Constitution, wisely, in my opinion,
left to Congress the initiating and enacting of laws raising
revenue. The flexible provision giving the President the power
to raise or lower tariff rates to the amount of 50 percent renders
nugatory in spirit and practical effect this provision of the Con-
stitution. (CoNcrREssioNaL REcorD, May 17, 1929, p. 1474.)

In the same fenor spoke our distinguished Democratic
friend, the former Speaker of the House, Mr. Garner; our
friend the former Member from Georgia, Mr. Crisp; Judge
Ragon, of Arkansas; the late lamenfed Mr. Collier, from
Mississippi; and other prominent Democrats, whose remarks
I will not now take the time to quote, but will insert them
in the Recorp at this point.

HON. HARRY C. CANFIELD
(CoNGRESSIONAL RECorD, May 17, 1929, p. 1484)

In my opinion, what is even worse than the raising of tariff
schedules beyond all reason is the continuing of the flexible
clause that is in the present law; and, in addition to that, in this
bill you have given power to the Secrefary of the Treasury and his
subordinates to determine the value of any import brought into
this country.

If this bill is passed, you will surrender the rights of Congress,
to the executive branch of the Government, and will destroy the
right of the judiciary, as far as customs are concerned.
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I am a believer in the Tarif Commission. I believe this body
should be a nonpartisan, fact-finding body; and I also believe
that after this body has made a thorough examination of any
rate that is not satisfactory that these facts should be turned
:ctver to Congress and on these findings of fact the Congress should

HON. CHARLES F. CRISP
(ConcrEsstoNAnL REcORD, May 15, 1929, p. 1348)

Gentlemen, think what a potential power the power to make
tariff rates would be in an election year, to let the President of
the United States have the right to write a tariff bill. Stop and
think about it. Do you think there would be any dearth of
campaign contributions?

O gentlemen, you are surrendering your right under the Consti-
tution. Our forefathers fought for that right—the ht that the
elected Members of the people, the Representatives of the people,
ghould alone have to levy taxes against them. [Applause.] And
here you are swrrendering it; and when you have surrendered it,
do not expect that you will get it back soon. If you should sur-
render this power and should pass a law to repeal if, the President
could veto it, and it would take a two-thirds vote of both branches
of Congress to override that veto, and it is seldom that either of
the two great political parties in our country has a two-thirds vote
in both branches of Congress.

O gentlemen, do not let the political exigencies of this case
induce you to permit another entering wedge into the shrine of
the Government as outlined by our forefathers, under which this
Nation has grown and prospered until today it is the most power-
ful, the wealthiest, and most highly respected nation on earth.

HON. CORDELL HULL
(ConcrEsstoNAL Recorp, May 13, 1929, p. 1212)

The proposed enlargement and broad expansion of the provisions
and functions of the flexible clause is astonishing, is undoubtedly
unconstitutional, and is violative of the functions of the American
Congress. Not since the Commons wrenched from an English King
the power and authority to control taxation has there been a
transfer of the taxing power back to the head of a government on
the basis so broad and unlimited as is proposed in the pending
bill. As has been sald on a former occasion, * this is too much
power for a bad man fo have or for a good man to want.”

HON. JOHN N. GAENER
(CongrEssioNAL REcorp, May 9, 1929, p. 1080)

I want you all to turn over in your minds and see what it means
for Congress, representing the people of America, to surrender its
rights to levy taxes.

Remember this, gentlemen: When the legislative body surrenders
its tariff power and its obligations to the Executive—under our
system of government a majority can do that, but you can never
recover them except by a two-thirds vote of the House and Senate.

Remember that when you surrender this power of taxation you
surrender it for all time to come or until the two bodies by a
two-thirds voté can take it away from the Executive.

If an ambitious man is in the White House, he will not sur-
render it. If a wise and patriotic man is in the White House, he
may have a want of confidence in the Congress, so neither of
them would be willing to give up the power.

This is what you have in this bill: First, you have surrendered
your right for an indefinite period to raise or lower the rates,
because there will be no occasion for another tariff bill until the
American people rebel against the iniquity of what I believe to
be the highest and most indefensible bill ever imposed upon the
stafute books. And you make the Secretary of the Treasury the
absolute arbiter, and you have taken away from the courts the
opportunity of the parties affected going into court and having
them review the action of the Treasury Department.,

HON. HENEY T. RAINEY
(ConcrEssioNAL REcomp, Jan. 9, 1932, p. 1595)

This bill increases your power; it gives you more authority over
the tariff reductions or tariff increases; it takes away the idea
that you can correct the tariff by raising it 50 percent or lowering
it 50 percent.

It takes away from the President the power that you gave him
in order to avoid the responsibilities of the office to which you
were elected. This bill will place more work on this House, and
Yyou are to do that in order to earn the salaries you are receiving,
If you do not, the time will come when the electorate will de-
mand that the salaries of Members of Congress be reduced until
they are commensurate with the service that you actually render,
You cannot render service by shirking responsibilities and by
shirking work in these matters, We are giving back to you the
authority over your own tariff,

Now, here is the best and most complete of all arguments
against giving this plenary power to the President to fix
duties and to negotiate trade agreements with foreign
countries.

This was made when the Democrats in Congress were “ all
het up” over the proposal for a flexible provision in the

But before I read this let me here explain the exact differ-
ence between the Republican proposal then made and now
the law and the Democratic proposal contained in this bill
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Ours was that the President could raise or lower to the
extent of 50 percent the existing duty on any imported
article—upon the recommendation of the Tariff Commis-
sion—after ascertaining facts, Keep that in mind, after
ascertaining the facts, where all interested parties had an
opportunity to be heard. Nothing secret or covered up.

What is the,Democratic proposal? That the President
can do this without the recommendation of the Tariff Com-
mission, without any ascertainment of facts or consultation
of interested parties, but just according to his dictation.
And added to that is the right to negotiate trade agreements
with foreign countries, and none of these agreements are in
any way subject to legislative review.

This is the official record of a protest made on September
30, 1929, against the flexible-tariff plan by the then Demo-
cratic minority in the Senate Finance Committee. Signed
by Senator Par HarrisoN, Democrat, Mississippi, present
chairman of the committee, and now in charge of the Roose-
velt legislation. The protest was seconded by the following
Senators, all Democrats: Senafors King, Utah; GEeorgs,
Georgia; Warse, Massachusetts; BaArRxLEY, Kentucky;
THoMAS, Oklahoma; and ConNALLY, Texas, each still Mem-
bers of the Senate.

The interesting historical document reads:

A question of far-reaching consequences transcending con-
sideration of party prompts us to issue a public statement in
relation to the so-called “flexible provisions” of the tariff bill
now pending before the Senate.

The question involved is one that in our opinion strikes at
the very roots of constitutional government. It concerns the
preservation unimpaired or the abandonment of the power of
levying taxes by that branch of the Government which the fore-
fathers agreed should aione be charged with that duty and
responsibility.

Whatever argument could be advanced during the war and
immediately following for delegation to a degree of the taxing
power to the Executive, unquestionably no longer exists. To
incorporate now in the law any recognition of the right of the
Executive to impose taxes without the concurrence of the legis-
lative branch is without justification.

Authority in the Executive to make the laws that govern
the course of commerce through taxation is especially objec-
tionable. It is an entering wedge toward the destruction of a
basic principle of representative government for which the in-
dependence of the country was attained and which was secured
permanently in the Constitution. :

The statement then further attacks the flexible-tariff
proposal, and continues:

The principle is: Are taxation laws and their application fto
be made virtually in secret, whatever may be sald about a limit-
ing rule, or are they to be enacted by the responsible repre-
sentatives of the people in the Congress, where public debate is
held and a public record made of each official's conduct?

The arbitrary exercise of the taxing power, all the more dan-
gerous if disguised and not obvious, in its basic character, Is
tyranny. Resistance to the impairment of this popular right
has largely occasioned many of the wars and revolutions of the
past.

Calling attention to their attempts to secure Tariff Com-
mission responsibility for the tariff changes, the Democrats
declared:

For the purpose of preventing apprehended congressional delay
an amendment has been made providing for the submission of
the reports to the Congress by the President, and, furthermore,
an amendment will be presented strictly limiting action by the
Congress to matters germane to the particular subject matter or
rates recommended by the President after investigation by the
Tariff Commission.

We do not hesitate to say that if this extraordinary, and what
we believe to be unconstitutional, authority passes now from the
Congress it is questionable if there will ever again be a tariff bill
originated and enacted by the Congress.

It is our solemn judgment that hereafter all taxation through
the tariff and regulation of commerce thereby will be made by the
Executive. It is the inherent tendency of this tariff-changing
device and the apparently conscious purpose of its proponents
to use it to keep the tariff out of Congress, where it is such an
embarrassing business, as everybody knows, to the party that
profits politically by it. So also it will be of distinct advantage
to the interests thta are the direct beneficiaries of the tariff.

In an age where there has been a steady tendency to rob the
individual citizen of his power and influence in his government
through bureaucracy, we deem it our duty to vigorously protest
any further encroachments in this direction, and especially with
respect to taxation.
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In the hope of arousing the people, regardless of party, to take
8 br:;la.d and public view of this important question, we make this
appeal.

It will be interesting to note what these same distin-
guished gentlemen will say about this much further reaching
proposal of President Roosevelf.

Mr. Chairman, never have I known of nor do I think there
ever was a more complete stultification of views upon a
fundamental question than is exhibited in the bill under
consideration on the part of our Democratic friends.

For in this bill sent here by the President Congress is com-
manded to surrender absolutely to one man, without let or
hindrance, the scle power to arbitrarily make tariff rates.
Neither the industries to be affected nor labor in those indus-
tries will be vouchsafed even a hearing. We will not know
what the rates are until they are proclaimed by the Presi-
dent.

I invite your attention to the statement made by Mr.
Matthew Woll, vice president of the American Federation of
Labor, on March 6, 1934, just 2 weeks ago, at the Bar Asso-
ciation of New York City. Mr. Woll said:

In venturing into and applying the method of process of trade
treaties with foreign governments it is essential that workers
should have an opportunity to be heard. It is equally important
that participation of labor, as at present made possible and avail-
able, through an appeal to Congress and through direct repre-
sentation on the Tariff Commission, should in no way be lessened,
but be increased.

Mr. Woll, in the same statement, with which I heartily
agree, urged the enlargement of our domestic purchasing
power and of increasing and protecting our home marketis.
On this point he said:

As against all these urgencies for increased export trade, recip-
rocal trade treaties, and other devices to that end, America's wage
earners raise the more important issue of enlarging our domestic
pu.r(gnaslng power and of increasing and protecting our home
markets.

Government statistics clearly indicate more than 92 percent of
the products of American labor and American agriculture are con-
sumed in America., While this is an average figure of all com-
modities and include such important commodities as cotton, which
is widely exported, it does indicate how great a domestic market
we haye in our own free-trade area. This great American con-
sumption of American goods is largely due to the high standards
of life and work which prevail in our country and have been
established in the main through the untiring efforts of American
organized labor. Our present problem is, rather, that of extending
this home consuming power, in view of the constant losses which
our producers of cotton, wheat, lumber, and other products have
suffered and will increasingly suffer in the world markets by reason
of a constantly growing competition from other nations.

Mr. Chairman, while I am in favor of reciprocal tariff
agreements such as were contemplated under the McKinley
and Dingley tariff laws which would not be disadvantageous
to our domestic market but upon terms representing true reci-
procity, I am unalterably opposed to opening our markets
to foreign-made goods by bartering away our American
industry.

What we need, in my judgment, is restoration of confi-
dence by removing the uncertainty surrounding our cur-
rency; by taking business out of the strait-jacket into which
it is encased; by true economy; by stopping profligate ex-
penditures; and by balancing the National Budget.

I am too much wedded to our American home market to
stand by and see it destroyed by the invasion of products
from the Old World, even though it were possible to restore

export trade by opening wide our doors to foreign-made
oods.

I am opposed to any discrimination in this onslaught upon
our home producers. The depression through which we have
gone and are still going, despite all the proposed remedies
of the new deal, was not caused by the present tariff law
80 bitterly condemned by our Democratic friends, but which
they have not had the courage to change; that law has stood
as a bulwark against more aggravated depression by protect-
ing our industries and the labor employed by them and from
ravishment and destruction by an influx of foreign-made
goods seeking the best market in the world) We could not
continue to produce from foreigners if foreigners are to pro-
duce for us. We must not at this time seek foreign markets
at the expense of American consumers, nor yield our markets
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to foreign goods at the expense of the American wage earner.
American wages is the hub of the tariff question from the
American viewpoint.

The question is one of wages, reduction of wages, or no
wages, and it matters little what cause contributed to their
present level, Such causes could create but they could not
maintain in the face of foreign invasion. In mistaken zeal
for export trade we must not lose sight of the fundamental
question of wages and the standard of living in this country.

Again I agree with Mr. Matthew Woll, representing the
American Federation of Labor, when he said in the state-
ment to which I referred a moment ago:

Is it possible that those who favor entering into reciprocal
tarif treaties with foreign nations expect that those nations,
where weekly hours exceeding 50 and 60 per week are not un-
common, are going to permit Americans to dictate to them what
legislation or laws they shall enact for their people?

Unless this can be done, is it reasonable to suppose the prod-
ucts of American industries, with America's industrial workers
producing for not more than 30 or 35 or even 40 hours per week,
with wages which will permit of their retaining the American
standards of living, can compete In the American market with
products of foreign countries?

Unless it is intended to scrap the NIR.A. and force America's
industrial workers to compete on an almost equal footing with
the low-wage workers of Europe and Asia, there is no possible
benefit to accrue from the fundamental change of government
and new tariff policy proposed and involved.

Mr. Chairman, a favorite shibboleth of the Democratic
Party throughout its vacillating history on the tariff ques-
tion, one and the only one to which they have consistently
adhered, is, “ Capture the markets of the world.” If they
want to capture the world markets, why do they not have
the courage to tell us openly and honestly how they propose
to do it? Why this secrecy? Are you ashamed of your
program?

When I recall the words of that distinguished statesman,
the former Speaker of the House, Thomas B. Reed, and his
homely illustration of Aesop’s fable of the dog who lost
his succulent shoulder of mution by glibly jumping for the °
refiection in the stream, the question then, as now, was
whether the tariff be lowered in order fo open the markets
of the world to American products.

The markets of the world—

Said Mr. Reed—

how broad and cold these words are. They stretch from the frozen
regions of the North Pole across the blazing Tropics, to the high-
bound shores of the Antarctic Continent—all this we can have if
we will but give up the little handbreadth called the United
States of America.

‘To hear these rhetoricians declaim you would imagine the
markets of the world a vast vacuum waiting till now for
American goods to break through, rush in, and fill the
yawning void.

The dog in Aesop's Fables—

Mr. Reed said—

trotted along and looked over the side of the brink and he saw
the markets of the world and dived for them. A minute after he
was crawling up the bank the wettest, the sickest, the nastiest, and
most muttonless dog that ever swam ashore.

Mr. Chairman, wherein would the American workingman
advantage if we gain the world markets and he loses his
job? We who believe in the principle of protection welcome
discussion of the tariff question at any time, but the country
expected that after the unbridled and vociferous maledic-
tions and condemnation heaped upon the Hawley-Smoot
Act by our Democratic friends in the last campaign, charg-
ing it with being responsible for the depression, there would
at least be some attempt on their part when in control of
the Government as they are now, to revise the rates of duty
in that act in accordance with their widely proclaimed in-
tention so to do. .

When we asked you in the Seventy-second Congress why
you did not act, you told us the reason you did not present
your tariff program was because of a Republican President
and it would not get anywhere. What is your excuse now?
You have undisputed control of both branches of Congress
and your own President, who sees eye to eye with you on
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the tariff. You do not have the courage in the face of the
coming elections to tell the people of this country what the
articles are on which you propose to reduce the tariff. The
only thing you have the courage to say now is, “ Let George
do it.”

And instead of applying yourselves to that task as you
had solemnly promised in your platform and in ¥your
speeches on the stump, the only interest you have displayed
in the subject has been two bills—the one in the last Con-
gress to which I have referred, restoring to Congress its
power to legislate on the subject of the tariff, and the other
the pending bill, neither of which changed or proposes to
change any tariff rate by Congress itself.

It is obvious, therefore, that the reckless denunciation of
the Hawley-Smoot Tariff Act was mere vaporous hypocrisy.
The distinguished Speaker of the House, Mr, RAINEY, reply-
ing to the taunts that his party had failed to carry out
their threat or to fulfill their promise to reduce tariff rates,
replied, dramatically:

Lower this tariff drastically? You (Republicans) will not do it,
and we (Democrats) do not dare to do it with conditions as they
are. We do not want this market flooded with products of cheap
labor in other countries.

What Speaker RAINEY so well said at that time we Re~
publicans say now. We do not want this country flooded
with cheap, foreign-made goods. Whether fariff rates be
reduced by Congress or by dictum of the President, we will
not sell our birthright—the American market—for a foreign
mess of pottage.

Mr. Chairman, in this bill sent here by the President a
supine, spineless, sycophantic Congress is commanded to sur-
render absolutely to one man—the President of the United
States—without let or hindrance, the sole power, arbitrarily
to make tariff rates. I repeat that no such astounding and
amazing grant of power ever before was requested, suggested,
or dreamed of in all of our history and political philosophy.

It constitutes an affront to the Congress, the peoples’
chosen representatives, and is an invitation to them to vio-
late their oath of office which each man here has taken to
support and defend the Constitution.

It is an insult to our intelligence and a brazen, arrogant,
and presumptuous assault upon a constitutional power which
alone resides in the Congress of the United States; and no
exigency, real or fancied, nor can any plea of emergency
condone, justify, or mitigate its evil purposes and conse-
quences.

It is proposed not only to rob the Senate of its consti-
tutional prerogative to ratify treaties, but it also takes away
from the Congress its authority to raise revenue, for it has
been recognized that in the making of tariff treaties the
House of Representatives, where revenue bills must originate,
has coequal power with the Senate. This power belongs to
the Senate and House of Representatives jointly to authorize
negotiations of tariff treaties; and to the Senate alone to
ratify such treaties; and this power cannot be taken away
except by due constitutional process of amendment to the
Constitution. Neither can it be superseded even on the plea
of emergency.

In this connection I am pleased to quote the words of the
distinguished Senator from Idaho [Mr. BoraH]l. Said he in
discussing the proposed emergency clause of the so-called
“ Black bill ”;

A constitutional government such as we have is the expression
of the will of the people crystallized into the Constitution; and no
power can change or suspend it except the power which makes it,
and that is the people of the United States. It is the difference
between a government of law and a government of men; between
that of a republic, a democracy, and that of a dictatorship. Such
a doctrine leads directly to anarchy or despotism, but the theory
of necessity on which it is based is false; for the government,
within the Constitution, has all the powers granted to it, which
are necessary to preserve its existence.

No power exists anywhere, in the Congress or in the courts, or
in any body which Congress can create, t.o change the Constltu-
tion, either by suspension or otherwise, ® % .not for 1 hour.
If for 1 hour, it could be for 1 or 10 years. If for a day, it might
be for 4 years, as in Germany, where all constitutional government,

all forms of a republic, have been made to give way to a dictator-
ship.
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Mr. Chairman, I think it is agreed that Alexander Hamil-
ton was in favor of a strong central government. It is a
popular, although fallacous, idea that Hamilton, if he could
have had his way, preferred a military form of government
with a strong iron hand at the head. Be that as it may, he
was jealous in his advocacy for the adoption of the Consti-
tution as written in the convention. Among the great argu-
ments for its adoption which he set forth in ther Federalist
Papers is one on the treaty-making power of the Execu-
tive, which should arrest our attention and careful thought
at this time.

Hamilton wrote:

The President is to have power “by and with the advice and

consent of the Senate to make treaties, provided two thirds of the
Senators present concur.”

However proper or safe it may be in governments where the
executive magistrate is a hereditary monarch to commit to him
the entire power to make treaties, it would be utterly unsafe and
improper to intrust that power to an elective magistrate for 4
years’ duration. * * * Ap ambitious man might make his own
aggrandizement, by the aid of a foreign power, the price of his
treachery to his constituents, The history of human conduct does
not warrant that exalted opinion of human virtue which would
make it wise in a nation to commit interests of so delicate and
momentous & kind as those which concern its intercourse with the
rest of the world to the sole disposal of a magistrate created and
circumstanced as would be a President of the United States.

Is the Congress, having become accustomed to the transfer
of its constitutional powers to the Chief Magistrate, abjectly
to complete the job, empty itself of all power and surrender
complete obeisance to the President? The answer to this
question may be found in a succession of acts since March 4,
1933, by which Congress, little by little, abdicated its powers
and conferred them upon the Executive. This legislative
Caesarian food of questionable constitutionality has whetted
the appetite of the President for more and greater powers
until in the pending monstrous proposition we have the cul-
mination of one assault after another upon the vitals of our
republican form of government. This is not a partisan view
of the proposed encroachment. If is shared in by thinking
men and women of this Republic who hold dear our consti-
tutional form of government.

Listen to what a distinguished Democratic Senator from
North Carolina, Senator Bamey, had to say upon this
subject:

The Republic is not going by arms. * * * She is not going
by sedition and conspiracy. This Republic will go when American
liberty goes, in every step we take, giving way here and glving
way there, negativing personal liberty, almost unawares—here and
here, there and there, forgetting the great traditions of the past
that ought to guide us, forgetting the great standards by means
of which the Republic has ever lived and must live, forgetting
the spiritual fountains that have made her the source of light
and life for 144 years. When we forget, when we cease to exercise
vigilance, we begin to see the Republic taking a transformation
and losing a character which amounts to more than revolution.

Yet and still, this patriotic ap , this wise Democratic
admonition goes unheeded, and ever much or blandly
the President’s subservient apologists may disclaim his desire
for a dictatorship, there is evidence in this latest proposed
surrender to him that we are rushing headlong toward
absolutism.y Already you have placed in his hands the
destiny o erican industry, American labor, and American
agriculture, and the welfare of 125,000,000 subjects in the
domestic field, and now he asks or commands that you grant
him unbridled, unrestrained power in the domain of inter-
national commerce to determine rates of duty—which he
calls a tax—on the imports of foreign goods into the Ameri-
can market in competition with the products of American
labor and of the American farmer,

With this power the question of intemational debts is so
closely interwoven, that the President will tell you later, that
to accomplish my full purpose—to fully support my posi-
tion—you must grant me the further power to settle inter-
national debts. And if Congress is as supine then as you are
now, it will not have the courage to refuse,

(uﬁvery American citizen ought to stand aghast at such a
proposal, and their representatives in the Congress of the

\United States ought to respond to the President’s demand for
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omnipotency by an emphatic “ no ” that will reecho through-
out the bounds of this Republic and awaken its citizens to
the sense of their insecurity and to the imminent destruction
of their constitutional liberties.

It is high time, Mr. Chairman, that the American people
exercise vigilance and hold fast to their form of government

before it is altogether too late. [Applause.l
' . TREADWAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. MARSHALL],

Mr. MARSHALL, Mr. Chairman, much has been said in

regard to this tariff question, and if I were to talk all the
afternoon, probably, I would not say anything particularly
new. :
We have heard these arguments throughout the years.
It occurs to me that in one sense of the word the measure
before us is not a tariff measure. It is a delegation of
power to fix tariffs to the President of the United States.
So that we are not dealing with a tariff measure, in the
sense of fixing rates, but on the other hand, it is the most
far-reaching tariff measure ever before any Congress, be-
cause of the power which it gives the President.

If the time had come when I believed the Congress should
delegate this power, I still would be opposed to delegating
the power to this particular administration, and my reason
for this can best be illustrated in the following manner:
If I had a child that I was not able to raise in my own
home, in seeking a place for this child I would seek out a
home that loved children, that had at heart their welfare
and wanted to bring them forward as good citizens. I would
not seek a home where they did not care for children and
thought there were too many children in the world already.
This illustrates the reason I would not delegate this au-
thority to this particular administration.

The President of the United States is listening to the “ brain
trust.” He is listening to professors in respect to this matter.
These men are opposed to protection for any industry. I
want to call your attention to just one little bit of testimony
taken before the Committee on Agriculture. Mr, Weaver,
one of these professors from the Agriculture Department,
was before that committee and he said, in talking about
the sugar bill, that it is the policy of the administration to
eliminate the industry before it gets any bigger, and Mr.
Tugwell, who followed him, was asked whether or not he
approved and whether or not that was the attitude of the
Department of Agriculture. Mr. Tugwell, referring to Mr.
Weaver, said:

I think he believes that no industry is entitled to support by
tariffs, and I may say, personally, that I agree with him. I see no
reason why it should be.

I am not willing to trust the tariff-making power of this
country to an administration that has no sympathy what-
ever with the protective tariff under which we have lived in
this country.

The sugar bill, to which I have referred for the last few
days, has apparently been shelved and I am wondering if
this is because of the fact that if the pending bill is enacted,
then the administration can do all that it had intended to
do to the sugar industry by and under and by virtue of that
law, and will not need the enactment of the sugar bill which
has been before the Committee on Agriculfure.

This pending measure gives authority to the President of
the United States overnight the power to summarily reduce
tariffs 50 percent without any hearing before any commission
and without consultation with anybody. In other words,
he can deal with this question just as he dealt with the
air-mail contracts, and I am going to venture the assertion
that there has not been any action of this administration
that has caused the straight-thinking business people of
the country to lose confidence in it more than has the can-
celing of all air-mail contracts without a hearing involving
as it does the welfare of thousands of our citizens. The
people are waiting, and not any too patiently, an opportunity
to express their disapproval of any further delegation of
power that belongs to this Congress to the President of the
United States. Pass this bill and you give to Professor Tug-
well and others that much more of a free hand to put into
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effect in this country their doctrines of socialism and com-
munism.

I represent largely an agricultural district. I have been
unable to figure out where, by any trade agreements that
this bill authorizes the President to enter into, any benefit
can come fo agriculture. In other words, the products that
would come in here would no doubt be the raw products
that would more or less compete with agricultural products
and we would send out manufactured articles and the farmer
would be the sufferer under such legislation. [Applause.]
I am unwilling to commit the authority to fix tariff rates
Etomthe hands of the traditional enemies of the protective

riff.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. CooPER].

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, the pending
bill, H.R. 8687, reported to the House by the Ways and
Means Committee, is in response to a message of the Presi-
dent of the United States sent to Congress on: March 2,
1934, and is a most important administration measure.

On this bill, as has been the case on previous tariff
measures, the two great political parties of this country are
definitely divided. That was to be expected, because that
is in keeping with the history and traditions of these great
parties in this Nation. The 25 members of the Ways and
Means Committee divided exactly along party lines. The
15 majority members voted for the measure and the 10
minority members voted against it.

In approaching the discussion of this subject it is im-
portant that we bear in mind conditions which makes such
legislation necessary. A few days more than a year ago the
Democratic Party assumed control of the affairs of this
Government of ours after the Republican Party had been
in control of the affairs of our Nation for 12 years.

Without entering into any discussion as to the reasons,
or without attempting to assign the causes, it might be well
for us to remind ourselves in passing of some conditions
that existed in this Nation of ours at that time.

The industry of this Nation was paralyzed, the wheels of
commerce were ceasing to turn, and agriculture was bleeding
at every pore. The American farmers were receiving the
lowest prices for their commodities than had been received
in the recorded history of our Nation.

From twelve to fifteen million of American citizens were
anxiously walking the streets and highways of this land
vainly seeking an opportunity to work and make a living for
themselves and their families. At the very hour when the
newly elected President of the Nation stood before this
Capitol to take the oath of office the banks of practically
all the States of the Union were closed. The business of
this Nation was paralyzed, and we were in the worst eco-
nomic condifion we have ever found ourselves in the his-
tory of the country,

Now, with that situation existing throughout the length
and breadth of this country, this great President of ours,
who had been chosen as the leader of the American people,
came forward with a recovery program. He reminded the
Congress of the necessary enactment of certain legislation
which was designed and intended to improve conditions and
effectuate recovery in the affairs of this country of ours
and in the affairs of the American people.

During the last year legislation has been passed as a part
of this recovery program, which conferred on the President
of the United States certain broad discretionary authority
insofar as the domestic affairs of this country are con-
cerned. The passing of these various measures conferred
on the President broad discretionary authority with refer-
ence to the internal or domestic affairs of the people of this
country.

The pending bill simply goes one step further in this re-
covery program and confers upon the President of the
United States the same type of broad discretionary authority
insofar as our international trade relations are concerned.
That is the purpose of this bill and is exactly what it does.

It might be well for us to remind ourselves of some of
the conditions that exist in this and other countries of the
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world as we determine the question of the feasibility of
enacting legislation of this type.

Let us for a moment think of the world-trade conditions.
During recent years the world has been experiencing a
period of acute economic distress and suffering.

The President, addressing the Congress, speaking of the
decline of world trade, had this to say:

Measured in terms of the volume of goods in 1933, it has been

reduced to approximately 70 percent of the 1629 volume. Meas-
ured in terms of dollars, it has fallen to 35 percent.

Then the Secretary of State, appearing before the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means when this bill was under con-
sideration, made this statement:

According to reliable estimates, if world trade had gone for-
ward with the annual ratio of gain existing before the war, the
nations during the intervening years would have had some
$275,000,000,000 more than they have actually enjoyed; and ac-
cording to these estimates, if world trade had thus progressed,
there would be today an annual international commerce of nearly
$50,000,000,000 instead of the pitiable figure of less than $12,000,-
000,000 for 1933. International trade has steadily grown less each
year since 1929. The reduction of internafional trade in the
amount of $40,000,000,000 means a reduction of the world pro-
duction by $40,000,000,000, and this means a reduction in con-
sumption of a like amount, and this means correspondingly low
standards of living.

That was the expression of the Secretary of State as he
appeared before the committee giving us an idea of the world
economic conditions as they exist today.

Mr, CULKIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. Yes.

Mr. CULKIN. The Secretary of State is, of course, a very
distinguished and charming and able gentleman.

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. The gentleman cannot too
highly ccmpliment the Secretary of State, as far as I am
concerned.

Mr. CULKIN. He served here in the House, and at that
time, as I recall him, he was distinctly an avowed free trader.
He did not believe in any tariff.

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. I seriously doubt whether the
distinguished gentleman from New York has a right to so
characterize the Secretary of State.

Mr. CULKIN. That is the way 1 construed his attitude.
The gentleman from Tennessee is making a most delightful
speech, and I dislike to interrupt him, but what I am inter-
ested in is how we are going to deal with a case like that of
Japan under the favored-nation clause. In Japan men get
as little as 12 cents a day and women 7 cents a day. How is
the gentleman going to handle a situation like that under
this proposed measure?

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. The gentleman compliments
me. I am not going to execute this law. If I should have
that duty assigned to me, I would certainly make a most
careful investigation into all existing conditions and ecircum-
stances, and if I had the opportunity to meet Japan across
the table, I would try to make the best possible trade I could
for the people of this country, and I have no doubt that that
is what the President of the United States will do under the
authority of this measure.

Mr, CULKIN. Then I assume the gentleman would favor
the Japanese workman getting more pay?

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. I would be delighted to see
them get more pay.

Mr. SAMUEL B. HILL. If the United States should be
unable to negotiate a reciprocal trade agreement of advan-
tage to us, certainly we would not in that case be in any
worse condition than we are now.

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. It should always be borne in
mind that the President of the United States representing
the whole people of the United States, and who enjoys as
great a degree of confidence of the people of this country as
has ever been enjoyed by any man, when he sits down at the
table with the representative of another country, will en-
deavor to do the best he can for the people of this country.
It is not within the realms of probability that he is going to
forget the welfare and interest of the American people.
Furthermore, as suggested by the gentleman from Washing-
ton [Mr. SamueL B. HiLil, unless the type and kind of trade
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agreement that does impress him as being to the interest and
advantage of the people of this country can be made, he
simply does not have to trade at all.

Mr. CULKIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield
for a brief question?

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. Yes.

Mr. CULKIN. The gentleman has noted the suggestion of
the administration or some of the gentlemen in the admin-
istration of the Agricultural Department urging a reduction
in the production of beet sugar in America. I assume that
the gentleman is in favor of that?

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. No; the distinguished gentle-
man from New York is not undertaking to quote me on the
beet-sugar industry because I have given no utterance on the
subject.

Mr. CULKIN. Is it not a fact that these tariff negotia-
tions must result in that sort of bargaining?

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. Not at all. I have heard
some statements made here during the course of this debate
upon what different officials of the Government may have
said on the beet-sugar question and other questions, but it is
rather significant to me to note that none of those who, in
all probability, will have charge of the administration of this
measure have been quoted in that connection. Of course,
these trade agreements are to be negotiated by the President
of the United States. Naturally international affairs are
conducted through the State Department. Somebody has
quoted some third or fourth or fifth assistant or some other
subordinate in the Agricultural Department. There is noth-
ing here to indicate that he would have any voice in these
affairs at all. I commend to the distinguished gentleman
from New York [Mr. CuLkin] the statement of the Secretary
of Agriculture himself when he appeared before the com-
mittee. He said, in substance, as I now recall it: “I say
now, as I have on all other occasions, so far as the sugar
question is concerned, that I do not think our production of
cane and beet sugar should be further expanded in this
country ”; and that is as far as he went, and he stated that
that is as far as he has gone at any time.

As one who tried to place a fair construction on the state-
ments of the Secretary of Agriculture, Mr. Wallace, and
every other witness who appeared before the Committee on
Ways and Means, I say to the genfleman that I got no
impression that the Secretary of Agriculture had in mind to
do any such things or attempt to do any such things as
gentlemen on the floor here have indicated they are fearful
he might do.

Mr. CULKIN. Will the gentleman yield further?

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. Briefly, if you please.

Mr. CULKIN. The gentleman states that the negotiation
of these tariff treaties will be in the hands of the Secretary
of State?

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. I said to the gentleman that,
of course, international relations are, in the very nature of
things, primarily the functions of the State Department.

Mr,. CULKIN. And it involves very difficult and intricate
negotiation. The President, of course, could not do that
individually; but what I wish to ask the gentleman is, if it
is not a fact that the difference between Professor Moley,
the distinguished editor of Today, and the present distin-
guished Secretary of State lies in the fact that Professor
Moley was for a vigorous nationalism and the present Secre-
tary of State is for an internationalism; is that not true?

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. The gentleman from New
York has the same right to form his opinions as to what
differences may have existed between those gentlemen as I
have. I am not disposed to enter into any discussion of any
differences that may have developed between the Secretary
of State and the Assistant Secretary of State. That is a
matter aside from this question.

Mr. WOODRUFF, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. I yield.

Mr. WOODRUFF. I had not thought to interrupt the
gentleman from Tennessee. 1 am very much interested in
what he has to say, and I should not have interrupted him
if he had not yielded to others. I want to ask the gentle-
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man if he seriously believes that the President of the United
States, with all the present duties of that office devolving
upon him, will have time to personally negotiate treaties or
make the investizations that are necessary if we are to enter
into trade agreements upon a basis that will be equitable to
the people of the United States.

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. I submit fo my distinguished
colleague from Michigan that the bill itself speaks on that
point in the language contained on page 2, as he well knows,
for I recall that he asked the same question many times
during the hearings. On page 2, lines 9 and 10:

The President, whenever he finds that any existing duties or
other import restrictions are unduly burdening and restricting
the foreign trade of the United States—

And so forth.

The language of this act is what you and I have to vote on.
The provisions of the bill itself are what we answer “yea”
or “nay” on when the Clerk calls our names. That is what
the bill provides. I have no doubt that the President of the
United States will faithfully perform the trust that is im-
posed in him by the Congress of the United States.

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. I yield.

Mr. FITZPATRICK. And the gentleman is not afraid
that the President of the United States will make any trade
or agreement that will be detrimental to the people of this
country?

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. Not at all; no, sir; and I
hope to touch upon that point in a few moments, if I may
use a little of my time.

My, WOODRUFF. Will the gentleman yield for one fur-
ther question, and then I will not ask him to yield further,
unless he expresses a desire to be very generous to other
Members in yielding. I want to ask my friend if this bill,
along with the other powers which it extends to the Presi-
dent, will create additional time at the disposal of the
President of the United States in which he may give proper
consideration to the great duties devolving upon him under
the provisions of the bill?

Mr. COOFER of Tennessee. I respectfully submit to the
distinguished gentleman from Michigan that the answer I
have endeavored to give him is a fair answer to that ques-
tion and includes the question which he has very kindly
submitted to me.

Mr. FORD. May I answer that question for the gentle-
man?

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. I yield.

Mr. FORD. Who thought that the President of the
United States would be called upon to settle the automobile
trouble in this country, and that he would be able to find
time for that? Who has the temerity to say that he did
not do a good job of it? [Applause.]

Mr. CHRISTIANSON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. I will yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota, and then I must decline to yield further.

Mr. CHRISTIANSON. I am asking this question, not to
embarrass the gentleman but to get some information that
will enable me to act intelligently upon this bill. I am
worried about the effect of the so-called “ favored-nation ”
treaties.

Suppose, for instance, the President should find it desir-
able to make a treaty with Sweden, which manufactures
matches, permitting the exchange of American commodities,
say, wheat for matches, upon a reciprocal basis? Japan, I
understand, has a treaty containing the favored-nations
clause. Would the enfering into of a treaty with Sweden
automatically authorize or permit Japan to enjoy the same
privilege that we give o Sweden under the cperation of the
favored-nation clauses?

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. I assume my distinguished
colleague understands the operation of the favored-nation
treaties.

Mr. CHRISTIANSON. If I understood that fully, I would
not have asked the guestion.
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Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. I may not be able to fully
answer the gentleman in the time I have, but my conception
of it is that when different nations enter info those treaties
with the so-called “ favored-nation clause in the treaty—
and I might say that we have 48 of that type treaties now—
it simply means that a provision is contained therein to the
effect that if you accord certain treatment to other nations
you are bound fo accord similar treatment to me as one of
the nations having negotiated a favored-nation treaty with
you.

Mr. CHRISTIANSON. 8o, if we accorded to Sweden the
privilege of exporting matches to the United States with a
reduction of 50 percent in the duty upon those matches,
automatically the duty upon matches from Japan would be
reduced 50 percent also, despite the fact that, of course,
Japanese laborers receive very much less pay than the
laborers in Sweden?

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. Of course, our distinguished
colleague may apply the interpretation which I have endeav-
ored to give him, as I understood it, to any condition existing
in the nations of the world.

Mr. SAMUEL B. HILL. I know the gentleman will not
have time to answer all of these questions in detail, and I
commend the gentleman from Minnesota that he take the
hearings at page 365 and following pages, where the Assist-
ant Secretary of State went into that question and explained
it rather fully.

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. I thank the gentleman from
Washington. !

Mr. Chairman, as I was endeavoring to touch briefly upon
the situation of world-trade conditions at the time I was
interrupted by these various questions, I should like to refurn
for the moment to that subject in order that we may have
very definitely in mind some of the conditions existing
throughout the world that impressed me at least with the
importance of this country giving consideration fto these
conditions, and especially as they apply to the trade of this
country,

The total exports of the United States fell from $5,241,-
000,000 in 1929 to $1,675,000,000 in 1933, while the imports
fell from $4,399,000,000 in 1929 to $1,449,000,000 in 1933. The
decline in American commerce has steadily continued.

The point is that in this great shrinkage of world trade
we are not only losing in the same proportion as other
nations of the world but we are losing at a greater rate
than the other countries of the world. Many of the mar-
kets we are now losing, of course, are being taken by other
countries of the world. Under our present arrangement
and under conditions as they now exist, we have not been
able to hold our own in world trade affairs.

Mr. WOODRUFF. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. I would prefer not tp yield
unless it is for a question along this particular line.

Mr. WOODRUFF. The question I wish to ask is on this
particular point. In the gentleman'’s opinion what effect
does the increased cost of production in this country have
on the diminution of our foreign trade, which trade we are
losing to countries having lower costs of production? In
other words, the cost of products manufactured in France
is more nearly on a par with the cost of products manu-
factured in Italy than is the cost of products manufactured
in the United States, because of our high wage scale, high
cost of living, and our high standard of living. Does noft
the gentleman feel that one reason for the higher cost of
our products is our standard of living, and does this not
have some effect upon international trade?

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. I say to the gentleman very
frankly that I have no doubt the points mentioned by him
enter into the picture and have some bearing on it, of course,
but I do not think they are the confrolling elements by
any means. Many phases of the matter must be taken into
consideration.

Mr. SAMUEL B. HILL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. I yield.
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- Mr. SAMUEL B. HILL. The increased cost of production
under the N.R.A. is offset almost equally by the depreciation
of the dollar,

. Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. Of course, that is frue. The
question of the value of the dollar and other matters re-
lated to it naturally enter into a consideration of this whole
subject.

Now, passing for a moment, if I may, to the question of our
diminished share of this world trade, I shall call attention
briefly to a few figures that indicate the true situation on
this point.

Thz American share of the import trade of the world in
1929 amounted to 12.19 percent; and our share of the export
trade of the world in that same year amounted to 15.61
percent. In 1932 the American share had fallen to 9.58
percent of the imports of the world, and to 12.39 percent of
the exports.

In other words, whereas in 1529 the United States enjoyed
13.83 percent of the total world trade, in 1932 its share
had fallen to 10.92 percent.

This reflects the situation that exists today insofar as the
international trade affairs of our country are concerned.

One very important thing for us to bear in mind is the
ever-increasing tendency of the cther nations of the world
to equip themselves with the necessary machinery to meet
quickly the changing trade conditions of the world. They
are resorting to all types of devices and what might be char-
acterized as schemes to hold their own in this competition
for international trade, and we are simply to be left behind
because under our system we are not equipped with the
necessary machinery to keep pace with the others in this
competition for international trade.

The Secretary of State, I now recall, told the committee
that of the 65 countries of the world practically all have
some form of trade barriers. The practice of erecting trade
barriers is continuing and increasing all the time.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 additional
minutes to the gentleman from Tennessee.

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. I also recall that during the
hearings it was shown to your committee that some 68
or 69 tariffi-quota agreements have been made by European
countries since January of last year, showing the ever-
increasing tendency of these other countries of the world to
enter into trade agreements and quotas and arrangements
among themselves and constantly to erect trade barriers.
Thus we find it difficult fo undertake international trade
with them.

Reference has been made several times to different coun-
tries that may have something to export to us. As I en-
deavored to point out a few moments ago, I have no doubt
at all that the President of the United States is going to
consider the interest of all the American people and of the
industries of this country when these trade agreements are
negotiated and entered into.

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. I yield.

Mr. TREADWAY. Admitting the interest, of course, of
the President in protecting American industries, will the
gentleman not be good enough to point out to us what
particular articles he considers will be used to increases our
importations?

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. I say to our distinguished
colleague from Massachusetts that I am not prepared at the
moment to do that. I would not do it if I had the informa-
tion. I do not think it is a sound business principle to send
the person with whom you expect to make a trade advance
information on the points you have in mind. [Applause.]l
That is just the common-sense viewpoint.

Mr. TREADWAY. I think the gentleman'’s answer is as
explicit and as plain as was made by any person advocating
the passage of this bill before the committee. In other

words, will not the gentleman admit that he is not willing
to confide to the American people in what lines the importa-
tions will be increased under the proposed bill?
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Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. I do not think the informa-
tion is at present available; and, as I said a moment ago,
even if it were available, it would be the height of folly and
entirely out of keeping with the sound Yankee trading prin-
ciples of the distinguished gentleman from Massachusetts
to give out his thunder and trading material before he meets
the other man in the trade and finds out what he may have.

Mr. TREADWAY. May I suggest to the gentleman that
the distinguished Assistant Secretary of State in advocating
the measure unconsciously admitted one day that foreign
countries had approached the Sfate Department with cer-
tain suggestions. What is the gentleman’s idea? If those
suggestions are in the hands of the State Department, why
should they not be in the hands of the Congress?

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. I am sure the distinguished
gentleman, upon reflection, will realize that question hardly
does him credit.

Mr. TREADWAY. I may say to the gentleman that I
have reflected on it so long that I am thoroughly conyinced
of the merit of the question and the undesirability from the
standpoint of the Democrats of answering the question.

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. Of course, I am sure the
gentleman will readily appreciate that, even if the State
Department has been approached, as the Assistant Secretary
stated, and I have no doubt they have, they cannot come
here and state the whole proposal and put out all the de-
tails and information in reference to the negotiations that
they expect to enter into through diplomatic relations. The
question hardly does the author the credit to which I think
he is entitled.

The distinguished gentleman from New York made refer-
ence during the course of his remarks—and I have never
seen the gentleman labor harder on any subject than he
did on the speech he made here today—to one item he
claimed he had gleaned from the hearings held on this bill.
This was with reference to toys. He made some remark
as to the proposition that this country might export quanti-
ties of lard and hog products, as well as agricultural prod-
ucts, to Germany in exchange for toys. I just took ocecasion
hurriedly to look up the situation with reference to the im-
portation of toys, which seemed to alarm him so much in
connection with this bill. The latest figures I was able to
secure for the year 1931 showed domestic production of toys
in 1931 to be $68,307,000. The imports in 1933 of dells, toys,
and parts amounted to $2,225,000, or 3 percent. This 3-
percent importation of that commeoedity is disturbing and
scaring the gentleman to death. Similar figures might be
cited as to many other points that seem to be disturbing
some of the gentlemen on the minority side who are op-
posed to this measure. E

As was shown during the hearings on this bill, there are
29 separate countries each of which is the principal source
of supply of commodities to the United States. These coun-
tries also furnish a market for 85 percent of our exports.
With this kind of a situation existing so far as concerns 29
countries of the world, the principal sources of supply for
leading commodities that this country imports, and at the
same time furnishing a market for 85 percent of our ex-
ports, certainly it is within the range of possibility that we
may sit down at a table with representatives of countries of
that kind and be able to do some business that would be
very definitely in the interests of agriculture and the busi-
ness of this country, According to the figures given by the
Secretary of Agriculture when he appeared before the Ways
and Means Committee, we are exporting some 55 or 60
percent of our cotton, some 20 percent of our wheat, and
some 40 percent of our tobacco, as I recall the figures now,
about half of our packing-house lard and exporting con-
siderable quantities of many other agricultural products.
With these ever-shrinking foreign markets, what is going to
become of the agriculture of this country? What is going
to become of affairs in this country when the purchasing
power of agriculture shrinks even further? It is of the
highest importance that we negotiate these trade agree-
ments with other countries of the world to the end that
we may sit down at the table with them and in a spirif of




1934

friendliness which should prevail between the nations of
the world as it should between individuals, say to them:
“ Now, here, we have certain products in this country of
ours that you need. You have to import them. You have
to get them from somewhere in the world outside of your
own country. You have cerfain things that we need and
can use. Let us see if we cannot do some business on a
simple, common-sense, American business basis.” If we can,
all very well and good. The President may enter into such
trade agreements. If he cannot do it to the advantage of
the American people he simply does not have to make the
trade. He dees not have to enter into the agreement.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr, Chairman, I yield the gentleman
5 additional minutes.

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee, Mr. Chairman, I want to
call attention especially to what impresses me as the prin-
cipal objection raised to this bill by our distinguished col-
leagues on the left. This has been very properly termed a
fear of what might happen. In this connection I simply in-
vite attention to the expression of the President of the
United States himself. We may theorize and generalize all
we please, we may build up straw men to knock down. We
may try to find something to scare ourselves, we may manu-
facture all kinds of objections and think up all types of
things that might happen, but after all, as I pointed out a
few moments ago, the very specific and definite language of
this bill itself provides that the authority shall be vested in
the President of the United States. It imposes upon him
the responsibility and the duty of finding that these condi-
tions exist before he can exercise the authority that is con-
ferred under the provisions of this measure. I invite atten-
tion to the expression of the President in transmitting this
subject-matter to Congress for consideration in his message
of March 2, 1934, The pending bill is the result of this
message. On page 2 of the message there is the following:

The exercise of the authority which I propose must be care-
fully weighed in the light of the latest information so as to give
assurance that no sound and important American interest will be
Injuriously disturbed. The adjustment of our foreign-trade rela-
tions must rest on the premise of undertaking to benefit and not
to Injure such interests. In a time of difficulty and unemployment
such as this, the highest consideration of the position of the dif-
ferent branches of American production is required.

That is the expression of the President himself in his
message on this subject.

As was indicated by the question of the distinguished gen-
tleman from New York, I have no doubt that our great
President will exercise this discretion in the interest of all
the people of this country. I do not think there is anything
to cause alarm in the record of that great patriot and states-
man, that man who is giving his very life in the service of
the people of this country and the service of the whole people
of the Nation, whose confidence he enjoys to a greater extent
than any other man, I think, in the history of the Nation,
the greatest leader the Nation has seen for a half century or
more. Certainly there is no American interest that has any
reason to fear or feel disturbed about the exercise of discre-
tion by that type of patriot and statesman who is in charge
of the affairs of this great Government of ours. [Applause.]

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr, JENKINS].

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, ladies, and gentle-
men: For the past few days the House has had the privilege
of listening to a very able discussion of the measure before
us.

Members on the Democratic side have presented their
theory with great candor and ability. On the Republican
side our membership has rallied to the defense of the tradi-
tions of our party with great ability. I dare say few speeches
have ever been made in this Congress that will surpass the
speech made this afternoon by our distinguished floor leader,
the gentleman from New York [Mr. SNeLLl.

This is a very important measure. I think we are at the
parting of the ways with reference to party policy concern-
ing the tariff. We are about to make an important decision
here. If the Democrats pass this bill, which no doubt they
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will, they will find themselves diametrically opposed to the
traditions of their party. They are, apparently, bound to
follow their leader, the President, without regard to where
he leads them. I have no desire to detract from his work
in any way, but I want to say to you that, today, the Demo-
cratic Party is marching directly opposite to the position
taken by Thomas Jefferson and its great leaders from Jeffer-
son down to this day, especially the leaders for the past 75
years. I know that in their hearts a great many of the good
Democrats agree with me in this respect.

I have the honor of following on the floor here today my
good friend from Tennessee [Mr. Coorerl, a distinguished
member of the Ways and Means Committee, a fine, upstand-
ing, young man; and if he stays in this Congress as long
as his predecessor, Finis Garrett, his record will, no doubt,
shine with that distinguished Tennessean and with the
other Tennessean [Mr. Byrns]l, who is now the floor leader
of the Democrats. ‘

However, my distinguished friend the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr. CoorEr] gives his case away completely this
afternoon. He states here that the President will sit down
at a table and will discuss with the envoys of Japan and
make his decision then. This is the whole crux of this
bill. When the President makes this decision he will be
levying a duty, he will be levying a tax, which, according to
the Constitution, is absolutely within the province of the
Congress and is not in any way within the province of the
President. So I say to you that he refutes his own position
entirely, as well as the position taken by the Democratic
Party throughout the ages.

The gentleman from Tennessee says that the President of
the United States will not do anything wrong. It is a great
compliment to our theory of government, the greatest com-
pliment anyone can pay us, that not from the days of
George Washington down to today has any President ever
sold out the country. None of our Presidents, Democratic
or Republican, has ever been guilty wilfully of doing any-
thing that he felt would react against his country, but a
number of them have done things that were not for the best
interests of the country. I am perfectly willing to admit
that probably many Republican Presidents have done things
that were not for the best interests of the country, and
likewise I would have to assert that many Democrats have
done things that were not for the best interests of thes
country. They were all honest, but they were not all right
all the time, It is in that spirit I voice my opposition to
this bill.

The burden of the song of every Democrat who has spoken
on this measure has been that we need this legislation to
encourage our imports. Let me give you a few figures that
will completely answer this statement.

Every month since June of 1933, without exception, has
shown an increase in our imports and exports over the like
periods of the preceding year. If our imports and exports
are increasing every month, why should we tamper with
them by invoking a proposition we know nothing about?
Why should we deviate from the time-honored policies of
both parties, to keep within the province of the Congress
the duties that the Constitution gives it? The following
table will show the movements of imports and exports into
and from America for the period since June 1933:
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Unlike most tariff bills this bill is a short one. Reducing
it to simple lanzuage and omitting nonessentials it could be
expressed abouf as follows:

For the purpose of expanding foreign markets for the
products of the United States, by regulating the admission
of foreign goods into the United States, the President, when-
ever he finds that any existing duties or import restrictions
are unduly burdening and restricting foreign trade, is au-
thorized:

First. To enter into foreign trade agreements with foreign
governments, and

Second. To proclaim such modification of existing duties
as are required to carry out any such foreign agreement.
But he cannot increase or decrease by more than 50 per-
cent any existing rate, or transfer any article from the
dutiable to the free list. Cuba is to be given preference on
her exports. The President is given the right to suspend
modifications of duties made by him to countries which ac-
cord discriminatory treatment to American commerce. The
President may at any time terminate such modifications.

Every foreign trade agreement concluded pursuant to this act
shall be subject to termination, upon due notice to the foreign
government concerned, at the end of not more than 3 years from
the date on which the agreement comes into force, and, if not
then terminated, shall be subject to termination thereafter upon
not more than 6 months’ notice.

By this bill Congress gives the President authority to
enter into secret contracts with foreign nations with rela-
tion to tariffs. When the Constitution gives Congress cer-
tain powers it at the same time enjoins upon Congress the
duty of assuming these powers. A surrender of these duties
by Congress is a dereliction of its duty. The Constitution
gives the President certain powers. When he assumes the
powers given to another branch of the Government even
though surrendered to him by such other branch because
of its weakness, he is assuming powers not intended for
him and the assumption of the same by him tends fo
weaken the Government. Our Government is strongest
when each of the three divisions are capable of functioning
completely and without surrender.

By this bill no time limit is provided for its termination.
The language is ambiguous and uncertain. The last para-
graph seeks to define a time for limitation, but to my mind
this bill gives the President the right to use his discretion
without much limitation either as to time or substance. By
removing the required formula * difference in cost of pro-
duction ”, the bill practically nullifies the whole law, for 50-
percent limitation will then be uncertain,

In the advocacy of this measure we see a complete re-
versal of position by the leaders of the majority party from
that expressed by them when the 1930 Tariff Act was under
consideration in the House. At that time the flexible-tariff
provision was adopted. Its constitutionality was assailed by
the Democrats most vigorously. In that bill Congress
designated specifically what could and could not be done,
and the Executive was given specific authority. He was not
given unlimited discretion. That bill provided that the
President could alter the rates fixed by Congress when and
if the Tariff Commission, after investigation as to the cost
of production here and abroad, recommended -certain
changes in the rate. Under that bill the President had no
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given him were powers to do certain things when and if
a fact-finding agency would find certain facts for him. If
the Democrats strained at this surrender of power by the
legislative branch to the President, it is difficult to recon-
cile their conduct then with their conduct now, when they
rush to support and pass a bill giving the President unlim-
ited power to bargain for tariff rates and to do so at his
own discretion and secretly and without any accountability
to anyone for what he might do.

In that connection, I want to discuss the line of argu-

| ment of my friend from Tennessee. Ladies and gentlemen,

there is one thing that has made American diplomacy dis-
tinctive. Our diplomacy differs from that of every other
diplomacy in that ours has been open and aboveboard. The
diplomacy of foreign countries has been secret, and in that
system we have seen chicanery; in that we have seen deceit.
If we ever come to the time and place when we must deal
secretly, and without taking into our confidence the Ameri-
can people, it will be a colossal mistake. Talk about democ-
racy! Talk about State rights! When this President has
served his term out, his new deal will have wrecked the
proud traditions of the Democratic Party and they will be
walking by the still waters in solemn contemplation. This
country is not yet ready for dictatorship and Russian social-
ism. Rugged individualism is safer than ragged socialism.
Whether to be proud, free citizens or servile subjects is the
question we must soon decide if we continue this course of
surrender of legislative authority to satiate Executive thirst
for power. Someone in the course of this debate suggests
McKinley, the great protector of American industry, might
have favored this legislation, and that this legisiation is in
line with the McKinley tariff bill. Let no one be deceived by
this insinuation. McKinley, the representative of my State
on the Ways and Means Committee, which assignment I
have now the honor to hold, was great as a Governor of a
great State, and great as President of our couniry, but his
greatest service to America is seen in his efforts to enact
legislation that brought the country out from under the
Grover Cleveland depression. The McKinley tariff bill car-
ried no dictatorial powers to the President.

No! McKinley’s greatest accomplishment was not in his
having been President. When the impartial historian writes
the story of Major McKinley and his contributions to the
welfare of his country he will say, although his record as a
soldier was one of which any soldier might well be proud,
and although his record as a Governor of a great State was
an illustrious one, and although his record as a peace-time
and a war-time President was equal to the best, still his
work as the Chairman of the Ways and Means Committee
of the House of Representatives in connection with tariff
measures that bear his name was his greatest contribution to
the welfare and growth of his country, for it contributed
mightily toward making the TUnited States the greatest
nation in the world, [Applause.]

In determining whether one should support the measure,
he can ask himself two questions?

First, Is it constitutional?

Second, Is it right as a policy?

A negative answer to either of these queries will be suffi-
cient to call for a rejection of the bill. To favor this bill
one must answer affirmatively both of these queries.

Is the bill constitutional? Does it provide for a surrender
by Congress of its power “to lay and collect duties and im-
ports” and " to regulate commerce with foreign nations?”,
as provided in section 8 of article I of the Constitution?

As with probably every provision of the Constitution,
courts through judicial decisions have run out every possible
implication, so the courts have been called upon frequently
to interpret the language above referred to. There is no
question but that Congress can designate an agency to carry
into execution its enactments. It can lay down the rule by
which something is to be done, and this rule is thereby a
part of the law. When such agencies perform according to
that rule they are not enacting legislation but are executing
legislation. The Congress is in effect authorizing and in-
structing such agency to perform in a certain way. But if
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such agency attempted to use its own discretion in making or
changing such rule it would be exceeding its authority, and
even if Congress would attempt to give such agency the
authority to change such rule its efforts would be null and
void, for before such agency can have a right to legislate it
must get it from a higher source than Congress. If must
receive it from the Constitution, which is the same source
from which Congress received its authority to legislate.

Before the President can legislate he must get the author-
ity from some source. As yet the Constitution has not given
him that authority, “ the right to lay duties " and * to regu-
late commerce with foreign nations ” is exclusively the power
of Congress. Congress has no right to pass this authority
on to someone else. If the makers of the Constitution wished
that to be done, it is safe to assume that they would have
said so.

Witnesses in behalf of the administration—for this is the
administration’s bill—at the hearings before the Ways and
Means Committee set out in great detail their views as fo
the constitutionality of this bill, but through it all they
have failed to draw the distinction between provisions grant-
ing the Executive the power to find facts, then apply them
according to a prescribed rule, and provisions giving the
Executive the power to enter into secret negotiations with-
out any prescribed rule except the rule of his own arbitrary
discretion. This bill seeks to give the Executive power which
the Congress cannot give away and which the Executive has
no right to receive. Of all State court decisions dealing with
this subject probably the decision of Judge Ranney, of Ohio,
is the most quoted. Judge Ranney is by many considered the
John Marshall of the Ohio Supreme Court. In the case of
Railroad v. Commissioners (1 Ohio Stat. 88) he says:

The true distinction is between the delegation of power to make
the law, which necessarily involves a discretion as to what it ehall
be, and conferring authority or discretion as to its execution to be
exercised under and in pursuance of law. The first cannot be
done; to the latter no valid objection can b2 made.

Probably the most decisive Federal decision on this sub-
ject is that found in Field v. Clark (143 U.S. 649). The
court in that case says:

That Congress cannot delegate legislative power to the President
is a principle universally recognized as vital to the integrity and
maintenance of the system of government ordained by the Consti-
tution. The act of October 1, 1890, in the particular case under
consideration, is not inconsistent with that principle. It does not,
in any real sense, invest the President with the power of legislation.
For the purpose of securing reciprocal trade with countries and
exporting sugar, molasses, coffee, tea, and hides, Congress itself
determined that the provislons of the act of October 1, 1890,
permitting the free introduction of such articles should be
suspended as to any country producing and exporting them, that
imposed exactions and duties on the agricultural and other prod-
ucts of the United States which the President deemed, that is,
which he found to be reciprocally unequal and unreasonable, Con-
gress itself prescribed in advance the duties to be levied, collected,
and paid on sugar, molasses, coffee, tea, or hides produced by or
exported from such designated country while the suspension lasted,
Nothing involving the expediency or the just operation of such
legislation was left to the determination of the President. The
words * he may deem ” in the third section, of course, fmplied that
the President would examine the commerecial regulations of other
countries producing and exporting sugar, molasses, coffee, tea,
and hides, and form a ju t as to whether they were re-
ciprocally equal and reasonable, or the contrary, in their effect
upon American products. But when he ascertained the fact that
duties and exactions, reciprocally unequal and unreasonable, were
imposed upon the agricultural or other products of the United
States by a country producing and exporting sugar, molasses,
coffee, tea, or hides, it became his duty to issue a proclamation
decl the suspension as to that country, which Congress had
determined should occur. He had no discretion in the premises
except in respect to the duration of the suspension so ordered.
But that related only to the enforcement of the policy established
by Congress. As the suspension was absolutely required when the
President ascertained the existence of a particular fact, it cannot
be said that in ascertaining that fact and in issuing his proclama-
tion, in obedience to the legislative will, he exercised the function
of making laws. Legislative power was exercised when Congress
declared that the suspension should take effect upon a named
contingency., What the President was required to do was
simply in execution ef the act of Congress. It was not the making
of law. He was the mere agent of the law-making department to
ascertain and declare the event upon which its expressed will was
to take effect. It was a part of the law itself as it left the
hands of Congress that the provisions, full and complete in them-
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selves, permitting the free introduction of sugar, molasses, coffee,
tea, and hides from particular countries should be suspended in
a given contingency and that In case of such suspensions certain
duties should be imposed.

At this point I want to take up the cases cited a few min-
utes ago by the distinguished gentleman from Texas [Mr,
Svmners]. I was very much pleased, and listened with a
degree of interest to the gentleman from Texas, and I was
interested in the strategy of the distinguished Chairman of
the Ways and Means Committee in thrusting Mr. SuMNERS
in at, perhaps, the most strategic position in the debate.
Why did he do that? Because he knows the high standing
the gentleman from Texas enjoys with the Membership on
both sides of the aisle, not only in scholarship but as a real
gentleman.

Mr. SuMNERS gave you the development of this question as
it took its course through devious legislative enactments and
through intricate court decisions.

I make this positive statement—and I think I have read
all the leading decisions on this proposition—that in no de-
cision anywhere has any court ever stated that the Congress
of the United States has any right to delegate its power of
legislation to any President or anyone else, and that the
President of the United States has no right to fix tariff
duties.

That runs through every decision from the first case under
Washington. In that case the President was given no power
to levy a tax or to levy a duty.

His powers were strictly powers of administration, and
this is the case on down to the great case of Field v. Clark
(143 U.S. 649) cited by the distinguished gentleman from
Texas. Let me read to you what that decision is. Just as
Mr. SuvmneErs said, it is difficult to discuss these dry
questions, because they involve intricate propositions of law,
but here is some language in this decision that I think any-
body can understand. He need not be a lawyer or a Con-
gressman, because it is written out clearly. I quote:

Congress itself prescribed in advance the duties to be levied.

Nothing involving the expediency or the just operation of such
legislation was left to the determination of the President.

The gentleman will note that it provides specifically in
that case that nothing was left to the President to do except
to follow the law laid down by Congress. Again I quote:

The words “he may deem ” in the third section implied that
the President would examine the commercial regulations of other
countries producing sugar, and when he ascertained the fact that
duties and exactions reciprocally unequzl and uneven were im-
posed on the agricultural or other products of the United States
by a country exporting sugar, it became his duty to issue a procla-
mation declaring suspension as to that country.

His duty is laid down specifically as to what he must do
when somebody else has made certain findings.

He had no discretion in the premises except with respect
to the duration and suspension so ordered.

That is one thing that I should like to impress upon you.
The President had no discretion with respect to anything
except the time limit. That related only to the enforcement
of a policy established by Congress.

Again I quote:

As the suspension was absolutely required when the President
ascertained the existence of a particular fact, it cannot be said

that in ascertaining that fact and in his proclamation in
obedience to legislative will, he exercised the functions of making

laws.

There is no case—and I defy anybody to produce a de-
cision from any court—upholding the constitutionality of
any law that gives to the President the right fo levy a tax.
If he is given the right to levy a tax in this bill, what is he
going to do about it? When he sits around the table with
Japan, as my friend from Tennessee says, what is he going
to do if he is not going to agree on a tax? And I say to you
that that is the very thing that he has no right to do.

Mr. TREADWAY, If the gentleman will yield there, I
shall be glad to yield him more time.

Mr, JENKINS of Ohio. Certainly, I am glad to yield so
that the House may receive an important message from the
Senate. I yield back the remainder of my time.
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Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I move that the Com-
mittee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and the Speaker having
resumed the chair, Mr. Parsons, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that
that Committee had had under consideration the bill (H.R.
8687) to amend the Tariff Act of 1930 and had come fo no
resolution thereon.

INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATION BILL, 1935—MESSAGE FROM
THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Horne, its enrolling
clerk, announced that the Senate agrees to the report of the
committee of conference upon the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bhill
(HR. 6663) making appropriations for the Executive Office
and sundry independent executive bureaus, boards, commis-
sions, and offices for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1935, and
for other purposes.

The message also announced that the Senate agrees to
the amendment of the House to the amendment of the Senate
no. 14; agrees to the amendment of the House to the
amendment of the Senate no. 22, with an amendment; and
further insist upon its amendment no. 23 to said bill.

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to take from the Speaker’s table and for consideration at
this time the conference report upon the bill (H.R. 6663)
making appropriations for the Executive Office and sundry
independent executive bureaus, boards, commissions, and
offices, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1935, and for other
purposes, with Senate amendments thereto and consider the
Senate amendments at this time.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Virginia asks
unanimous consent to take from the Speaker’s table the bill
HR. 6663, with Senate amendments thereto and consider
the same at this time. Is there objection?

Mr. CONNERY. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the right to object
in order to ask the gentleman to yield to me for a statement,

Mr. WOODRUM. I should be very glad fo give the gen-
tleman some time if this consent is granted.

Mr. CONNERY. I have no objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the Senate amend-
ments.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That the Senate agree to the amendment of the House
of Representatives to the amendment of the Senate to the bill
(HR. 6663) making appropriations for the Executive Office and
sundry independent executive bureaus, boards, commissions, and
offices for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1935, and for other pur-
poses, no. 14, and agree to the amendment of the House of Repre-
sentatives to the amendment of Senate no. 22 with an amend-
ment as follows:

“In section 27 of sald amendment strike out the second proviso.

“In section 28 of sald amendment strike out the second provisa
in the fourth paragraph of section 20 of Public Law No. 78,
Seventy-third Congress, as amended by such section, and insert
in lieu thereof the following:

“* Provided jurther, That subject to the limitations above pre-
scribed, except as to receipt of compensation on March 19, 1933,
and notwithstanding the provisions of Public Act No. 2, Seventy-
third Congress, or any other law, veterans whose disease, injury,
or disability is established on or after this paragraph as amended
takes effect as service connected in accordance with the provi-
slons of section 200 of the World War Veterans” Act, 1024, as
amended, shall be entitled to receive compensation in accordance
with the provisions of such act, as amended, and the rating
echedule in effect on March 19, 1933; but veterans whose disease,
injury, or disability is reestablished as service connected under
such section 200 by section 27 of title III of the Independent
Offices Appropriation Act, 1835, shall be paid 756 percent of the
compensation under the provisions of the World War Veterans'
Act, 1924, as amended and such rating schedule. "

The Senate further insists on its amendment no. 23.

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House
concur in Senate amendment to the House amendment
to the Senate amendment numbered 22, and on that I ask
recognition.

Mr, Speaker, I shall take just as little time of the House
as possible. The bill has been entirely disposed of, so far
as the legislative body is concerned, with the exception of
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this brief Senate clarifying amendment to amendment
numbered 22, which is the veterans’ amendment, and the
Senate insists on its disagreement to changing a section
number, which of course was necessary in order to get that
matter disposed of.

In order that the record may be perfectly clear, let me
say that I did not vote for the House amendment to the
Senate amendment respecting veterans for reasons that I
have stated many times and I shall not elaborate upon
them now. I merely say this in passing, that I believe this
amendment to be conirary to the President’s position on
veterans’ relief.

In the last Congress we gave the President very broad
powers respecting veterans’ payments.. That the so-called
“economy bill ” was in some respects too drastic, all of us
agree, and the President recognizing this fact, has since the
economy bill, revised the regulations in more than 50 par-
ticulars, reinstating more than $117,000,000 annually of the
benefits that were taken away by the act.

The revisions were made as and when it was shown that
deserving cases were not being taken care of. The provisions
of the present bill as it is about to be adopted is in direct
conflict with the program of the President, and as approved
by the last Congress. I think the bill should have gone to
a free conference, Therefore, I did not vote for the House
amendment.

I did not believe it was the best way to ultimately actually
get further concessions for deserving veterans. With re-
spect to that, I have not changed my mind, but when the
House three times emphatically took its position on
this matter, as your representative and as a conferee, I am
very glad to be able to come back and say that the Senate
has receded on both of these important amendments, and
accepted the House provisions.

With respect to the pay-cut amendment, which, as you
will recall, is the 5-and-5 proposition, 5 percent February 1
and 5 percent July 1, the Senate accepted that. The Sen-
ate very reluctantly accepted the House provision with refer-
ence to veterans, making this clarifying amendment, as they
are pleased to call it, with respect to the presumptive cases.
The language which they have inserted is simply this: You
will recall that the so-called “ Taber amendment ” was the
Steiwer-McCarran Senate amendment with merely little in-
terlineations providing that, instead of the presumptive cases
receiving complete restoration at 100 percent as provided in
the Senate amendment, they should receive 75 percent.
That amendment was naturally prepared hurriedly, and
after the smoke of battle had cleared away and the legisla-
tive experts began to examine if, a question arose as fo
whether or not it might be possible, under a literal con-
struction, to apply that 75-percent reduction to the direct
service-connected cases, as well as the presumptive cases;
and in order to avoid any such possible construction, this
clarifying language was suggested.

Mr. BROWNING. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOODRUM. I yield.

Mr. BROWNING. The only thing which the clarifying
amendment of the Senate does is to guarantee there will be
no reduction to those who had been left on, under the
regulations now in force, and the only thing it does is to
limit it entirely to the presumptive cases for the 75-percent
maximum.

Mr, WOODRUM. That is exactly my understanding of it.

Mr. BROWNING. From the standpoint of the veteran the
Senate amendment is very welcome. In fact, it improves
the Taber amendment to some extent.

Mr. WOODRUM. I think it does.

Mr. BROWNING. I think it is entirely satisfactory.

Mr. WOODRUM. I hope very much it will be the pleas-
ure of the House to accept this slight modification to our
amendment, which will complete the action on this bill as
far as the legislative branch of the body is concerned.

Mr. KEVALE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOODRUM. I yield.

Mr. KVALE. Knowing the gentleman as I do, I want to
speak for many of my colleagues when I say I know the
gentleman is very glad to be able to bring back this gener-
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ous compromise and give the veterans as much as the bill
does carry.

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr, Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time, and I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. CoNNERY].

Mr. CONNERY. Mr. Speaker, first of all I wish to thank
the Speaker of this House for his courtesy to me during
the past hectic days of the discussion of veterans and Gov-
ernment employees’ pay legislation in recognizing me to
make the motions to concur in the Senate amendments;
and, second, I wish to thank the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. Woonrum] for the uniform courtesy he showed in
yielding time to those of us who were trying to obtain con-
currence in the Senate amendments for the veterans and
Government employees. Both the Speaker and the gentle-
man from Virginia have been very fair.

UNDER THE PRESENT PAELIAMENTARY SITUATION

If I could see any advantage to the veterans or Govern-
ment workers at this time in going along further with the
fight to try to obtain concurrence in the Senate amend-
ments, I would do so. I want to say that I have no regrets
whatsoever for the fight that I carried on to try to obtain
concurrence in the Senate amendments. I think the Sen-
ate amendments were amendments which would do justice
to the underpaid Government employees and fo the veter-
ans not only of the World War but of the Spanish-Ameri-
can War. So I have no hesitancy in saying that at no
time in the past, nor at the present, nor in the future
do I expect to regret my course.

Mr. KVALE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CONNERY. I yield.

Mr. KVALE. I think the Recorp should show that if it
had not been for the fight so gallantly waged by the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr, Connery] and others who
assisted him, the veterans today would not be getting the
75 percent which was set up as the wall beyond which we
could not go in effecting this compromise. I think the
REecorp should show that.

Mr. CONNERY. I thank my good friend from Minnesota.
If the bill becomes a law, the benefits which the veterans
will receive will certainly be due to the fight which we put
up to concur in the Senate amendments. And the Govern-
ment workers will get the 5, 5, 5, which they would not
have obtained if we had not made that fight.

Mr. CULKIN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CONNERY. I yield.

Mr. CULKIN. The veterans, as suggested by the gentle-
man from Minnesota [Mr. KvareE]l, will not get anything
unless the President signs this bill, will they?

Mr. CONNERY. No., I hope the President will sign it.

Mr., CULKIN, Well, will he sign it?

Mr. CONNERY. I have no knowledge of what the
President will do.

Mr. Speaker, I do not desire to take any further time of
the House. With the foregoing statement I have made, of
course I expect to vote to concur in the Senate amendment
to the House amendment to the Senate amendment.

And in doing this I wish to say that I thank all the Mem-~
bers who stood with me in that fight for the veterans and the
Government employees.

i Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques-
on.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Virginia that the House concur in the Sen-
ate amendment to the House amendment to Senate amend-
ment no. 22.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House
recede and concur in amendment no, 23, which merely
changes a section number,

The Clerk read the Senate amendment, as follows:

Page 36, line 13, strike out the figure “24™ and insert the
ﬂgure " 40 !I.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman from
Virginia inform the House what effect this amendment has?
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Mr. WOODRUM, I is merely a change of section num-

Mr. RANKIN, What change was made in Senate amend-
ment 22, if any?

Mr. WOODRUM. The Senate added a clarifying amend-
ment providing that the 75-percent reduction should not
apply to direct cases.

Mr. RANKIN. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr, Speaker, I move the previous ques-
tion on the amendment.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion to recede
and concur in Senate amendment no. 23.

The motion was agreed to.

On motion of Mr. WoobruM, a motion to reconsider the
votes by which action was taken on the Senate amend-
ments was laid on the table.

ROLL CALLS NOS. 113 AND 114

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, on Thursday I was unavoid-
ably detained in my State and not able to be present at
roll calls nos. 113 and 114. Had I been present, I would
have voted “ nay.”

RECIPROCAL TRADE AGREEMENT

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House
resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the further consideration of the
bill (H.R. 8687) to amend the Tariff Act of 1930.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill HR. 8687, with Mr. Parsons in
the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 additional
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. JENKINsS].

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I am indeed proud
and glad to have had the privilege to yield some of my time,
and especially my place, on this legislative day for the bring-
ing in of this report by the committee dealing with the vet-
erans’ problems. I am glad to add, if I may, to what the
chairman of the subcommittee and our distinguished colleage
from Massachusetts had to say with reference to the culmi-
nation of this great and just task, that the Republican Mem-
bership furnished a solid front in support of relief for the
veterans and Government workers, and it will be worthy of
note that on one vote on this important measure in the
House every Republican who voted, voted in favor of the
Senate amendments providing for the maximum benefit to
veterans and to the Government workers.

Now, to recur to the subject we were discussing, the great
tariff question, I want to say that if this bill becomes a law
in spite of its unconstitutionality, it might not for that rea-
son alone carry any destructive consequences, for sometimes
good is done even in violation of the Constitution. But the
enforcement of this bill will, I think, prove very destructive
to business for business will still be kept in a state of un-
certainty. I can see that if carried out fairly and honestly
there might be some good to some persons and industries, but
on the whole, the injury that will follow such an imposition
upon the individual free initiative of our people will be very
disastrous.

This bill provides for the enforcement of a new principle
in government. Gradually for years the Executive has in-
vaded functions of the legislative branch of government.
Sometimes by surrender of power by weak legislatures or a
weak Congress and quite often by the usurpation of legisla-
tive power by a selfish Executive. Not since the foundation
of the Republic have we seen any President so free and ready
to accept and request additional Executive power as the
present incumbent. All this is done upon the theory that
the country is in a terrible emergency, or that it is in line
with the President’s program of recovery. We are not in
such an emergency as will call for any unusual interpre-
tation of the Constitution, but the enactment of this legis-
lation will tend to add to the confusion of that emergency.
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Nobody seriously contends that the President has any pro-
gram of economy now. With the national debt exceeding
that of any time since the establishment of the Republic and
still mounting at the rate of twenty millions per day, it is
small wonder the President has forgotten his promise of last
year to balance the Budget if it took all summer to do it.
The cry of “ Balance the Budget ” is now met with a smile
and dismissed as a joke much as is that other famous sen-
tence, “ He kept us out of war.”

The tariff is a national policy. It is more; it is a part of
the business structure of the Nation. It is the policy that
represents the difference between being an agricultural prov-
ince and being the greatest Nation that the world ever knew.
Had we not followed this policy almost from the beginning
we would yet be an agricultural nation raising food for the
other nations of the world. If this policy is directly respon-
sible for our growth, financial and material, it should not be
cast aside now in our days of depression. Tried and true
doctrines should not be rejected for untried theories of a
few communistic intellectuals. It should not be endangered
by having it placed in the hands of one individual whose
party has openly opposed it for generations, although the
individual members of which party have always been ready
to accept its benefits in their local districts. When the tariff
needs to be changed, it should be changed by its friends and
not by its enemies.

I once heard Uncle Joe Cannon say that he would sooner
turn his children over to a stepmother than to turn the
country over to the Democrats. I am much in the same
attitude when I contemplate the Democrats attempting to
change the tariff laws. Every attempt at tariff legislation
by the Democratic Party has proven disastrous to the Nation.
We should not be lulled into discarding a well-tried policy by
pleas that we should assist the President in his recovery pro-
gram, or that we are confronted with an emergency. The
real reason for the desire of the President to pass this bill is
that he believes that to bring into this country more imports
will tend to increase our exports, which he thinks will be to
our advantage. I hope that the President and his Secretary
of State, Mr. Hull, are sincere in their beliefs. BSecretary
Hull has been an ardent opponent of the tariff through his
long and distinguished career. He opposed every Republican
tariff measure presented during his long service in the
House and in the Senate. Should the President be guided
by Secretary Hull in his negotiations for tariff agreements,
it may be expected that all agreements that he might make
will be in line with the philosophy of Secretary Hull. Indeed
it is not unreasonable to suppose that since it will be physi-
cally impossible for the President to make these secret agree-
ments, these agreements will be made largely through the
office of the Secretary of State. If they are, you may expect
an old-fashioned Grover Cleveland tariff.

How Secretary Hull can justify his championship of this
bill, giving such unlimited and unconstitutional power to
the President to outdo the fiexible provision of the present
tariff law, in the light of his vigorous former opposition to
the flexible tariff, is difficuli to understand. When the
Smoot-Hawley tariff bill was under consideration Secretary
Hull claimed that it was unconstitutional and that it con-
stituted an " unjust arrogance of power and authority to
the President ”, and that the power granted to the President
was a “vast and uncontrolled power ”, larger than that of
an aristocratic king. This bill far exceeds the flexible-tariff
provisions of the Smoot-Hawley Act. Will Secretary Hull
follow this bill into its far outreaches or will he hark back
to his lifelong tendencies toward free trade? Wait and see.
Either course is dangerous.

The reasons Secretary Wallace has for supporting this
measure are in line with the philosophy that controls the
actions of his Department. This is the philosophy of Tug-
well and Mordacai Ezekiel and of Frank and Frankfurter
and all the other radicals who are leading us straight to
Russian sovietism. They want a dictator. They favor
regulation of agriculture. They demand cooperation through
compulsion. They believe that we should buy where we can
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buy the cheapest. Their main idea is to destroy surplus.
Their theories will Russianize America. Some of them affili-
ate with the Civil Liberties Union, which believes that the
red flag of communism should fly above the American flag.
They are internationalists. Secretary Wallace, in his
pamphlet America Must Choose, says:

Revision of our tariff downward will have far betfer prospects
if our new deal succeeds than if it fails.

Further in the same pamphlet he says:

A truly practical readjustment of our own tariff policy would
involve the careful examination of every product produced in the
United States or imported, and the determination of just which
of our moncpolistic or inefficient industries we are willing to expose
to real foreign competition. This problem should be approached
from the point of view of a long-time national plan which we are
willing to follow for at least 20 or 30 years, even if some of our
friends get hurt, and howl continuously to high heaven.

This is an augury of what to expect from Mr, Wallace if he
has any part in making up the President’s mind as to
whether fo reduce tariff rates, and there is no doubt but
that he, Secretary Hull, and Secretary Roper will be the
President’s advisers.

If this bill becomes a law the President, who now has the
power to control every business in the land, will have the
power fo say whose business shall be permitted to continue
and whose business, according to Mr. Wallace, “ will have to
be retired.” Can we then sing, “Long may our land be
bright with freedom’s holy light ”? More appropriately shall
we sing the song of the Soviet. My colleagues, this philoso-
phy, if adopted, marks the beginning of the decadence of ths
greatest Nation that the world ever knew. Shall we break
upon the shoals of communism because a lot of Communists
are now holding high places in our Government? Shall we
disintegrate by scattering our substance to the other nations
of the world under the philosophy of internationalism?
Shall we further encourage dictatorship? I say no! I should
rather die with rugged individualism then to live with ragged
communism. I should rather the free American citizen pass
on into history as a contribution to civilization than to see
him transferred into a servile subject. My friends, the ques-
tion is, Shall we be free citizens or servile subjects? Mr.
Wallace says America must choose. I have already chosen.

For a long time I have had no patience with the clamor
that our success lies in friendly international agreements.
We already have friendly international agreements that
show a balance in favor of our Government of about fifteen
thousand millions that we will never collect and of about
twenty thousand millions that our American citizens will
never collect. When these countries develop a conscience
that tells them that common honesty is yet a virtue it will
be plenty of time for us to make secret trade agreements
with them.

For a long time I have felt that since we do one half of
the business of the world with ourselves we are not so bad
off. If 3 years ago our President had refused to grant a
moraterium to European nations and had recommended
that they themselves call 2 moratorium on national chican-
ery and dishonesty, the world would be in better shape
today. We have been made puppets of by European diplo-
mats. Europe today has recovered from the depression
much faster and further than we have. As proof of this,
let me read a letter that I received yesterday from a con-
stituent of mine who is a manufacturer and business man of
rare acumen:

Your circular letter of March 7, regarding the bill which Mr.
Roosevelt has ordered to be introduced in Congress, uglvjng him
dictatorial powers with reference to the control of tariff rates, etc.
Answer to your letter has been delayed owing to the fact that I
have been absent.

I have just returned from a couple of months in England and
France, where I called upon a number of firms in the same busi-
ness that we are in. Strange to say, all of them were very busy,
and one of the general managers volunteered the information
that his firm had just finished the best year in its history.

It was interesting to me to note that apparently both of these
countries are recovering industrially without the benefit of the
N.R.A., limitless spending of money on public works, and numer-
ous other in which the present administration places so
much faith. The tariff is of only indirect interest to us. We do
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not export to any great extent and do not use any imported
materials, However, we realize that the tariff is of immense im-
portance to American industry, and we would hesitate to see
Congress abdicate any more of its power,

Our duty and our opportunity is here at home. Let us
quit our interference with and enfrance into the business
affairs of all our people and allow them once more to draw
a free breath. Give the American citizen a free chance and
he will demonstrate that his genius for accomplishment is
superior fo dictatorial edicts. If we need to make these
trade agreements, why not make them through the Tariff
Commission, for they will have to be made by someone for
the President? Why have them made through doubtful
friends of our country and in secret? Publicity is the great-
est guaranty to honesty and the greatest antidote to
crookedness.

In 1929 our total volume of business was $100,000,000,000.
Those were the days when business was normal in all direc-
tions. Af that time ninety billions of this business was done
among ourselves—Americans on both ends of the deal.
Ten billions was done with foreign countries, six billions in
exports, and four billions in imports, 67 percent of which
came in duty free—a balance of two billions in our favor.
‘Why hamper the ninety billions just for a chance to make
a small percentage of two billions, We have no fear of
losing all our foreign trade. Foreigners will always want
to deal in the world’s largest market. There are no manu-
factured articles that we cannot make in America. Cofliee,
tea, silk, and rubber are our most necessary imports.
Coffee will always be purchasable from Puerto Rico and
Central and South America. Tea, silk, and rubber will al-
ways be for sale if we have the money. America can be
practically self-contained.

Let us devote ourselves to a program of building up our
own business. European countries are already dedicated to
such a course, which accounts for our loss of foreign trade.
I am not in favor of a plan of isolation. Neither do I fail
to appreciate the importance of imports and exports. Still
I am not in favor of scrapping the Constitution or scattering
our domestic business in order to win trade from those who
owe us, unless they are willing to credit it on account of the
debts they owe us. We will never regain this trade. Why
waste our energies in trying to regain it? Samuel Crowther,
one of the Nation's greatest economists, has written a won-
derful book on this and kindred subjects. I think he must
have written his book before giving it a title. It is a story
of the greatness and sufficiency of our great country. The
title of his book is “America—Self Contained.” This dis-
tinguished economist student and patriot yet thinks that
American freedom and initiative should not be supplanted
by enforced cooperation, regimented labor, controlled pro-
duction under threat of penitentiary punishment. In his
testimony before the Committee on Ways and Means he
says—

I have objection to this bill because it conveys broad discre-
tionary powers upon the President without initiating a policy
within which that power is to be exercised—without initiating a
national policy and without any capacity for review.

With reference to the importance of a revival of our for-
eign trade he says—

I think we are wasting our energy. It is dead beyond the point
of revival.

It has been suggested that the foreign debts are involved
in this bill. It is stoutly denied by the Secretary of State
and others, but Samuel Crowther maintains that it is im-
possible to separate them, and he says with reference to
them, “ This bill recognizes the worthlessness ”, meaning the
worthlessness of the debt. In his book, America—Self Con-
tained, Mr. Crowther says:

The great majority of the industrialists of the country are
agreed that their possible foreign business is of sl.lght consequence
as compared with the future of the home market.

If the President is not expecting to carry out the plan of
Secretary Wallace to eliminate the inefficient industries,
there is absolutely no reason for the passage of this bill. If
he is expecting to carry it out, then the bill should be
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passed. If he is to act upon the facts found for him by a
governmental agency, he already has the most efficient
agency at his command—the Tariff Commission. ‘I may be
too much exercised about this—I admit that I am much
exercised—for I fear a surrender of this power by Congress
to the Executive marks a long step in the wrong direction.
To give any one man the right to annihilate one industry
and to advance another is going too far. If the President
is to annihilate the inefficient, how is he to determine which
to annihilate? However much fault some people find with
our legislative system, it is nearer to the people than any
other branch of our Government. What will happen under
this bill? The sugar producers will be the first to feel the
iron heel of dictatorship, for Secretary Wallace has already
put the sign of destruction on it. I am wondering if it will
reach the pottery industry of the great State of Ohio. The
greatest pottery-manufacturing section in the United States,
if not in the world, centers in Ohio. In fact, many great
industrial, financial, agricultural, commercial, and moral
organizations and movements center in that great empire
known as “ Ohio.” The following figures show the produc-
tion of pottery in the past few years: 1829, 30,000,000 dozen,
valued at $33,500,000; 1930, 25,000,000 dozen, valued at
$27,500,000; 1931, 20,000,000 dozen, valued at $23,300,000;
1932, 17,000,000 dozen, valued at $16,300,000; 1933, 19,194,948
dozen.

This industry employs about 20,000 men in normal times.
Mr. Dowsing, testifying before the committee, testified that
he represented the Pottery Manufacturers Association and
that they opposed this bill, maintaining that it carried very
many dangerous possibilities to the pottery business. The
pottery business in the United States is a perfect illustra-
tion of a domestic business. No pottery made in the United
States is exported. It is impossible for American manufac-
turers to compete with the cheap foreign labor. The Ameri-
can product is equal to the product of any country in
quality. If the tariff is reduced on pottery, the American
pottery industry will be ruined. At the present time the
pottery industry requires a 75-percent to 85-percent duty
protection in order fo compete with foreign manufacturers.
The pottery industry is not asking for an embargo against
pottery from England, France, Germany, and other Euro-
pean countries, but it is asking for a duty that equals the
difference in cost of production. But if a duty were placed
high enough to keep out Japanese goods, it would amount to
an embargo against European pottery, for Japan with its
cheap labor can make cups and saucers for 10 or 12 cents per
dozen which would cost three or four times that much here.
The only way to confrol Japanese importations of pottery is
by a quota. Now, if those industries that cannot compete
with Japanese cheap labor are to be considered as inefficient
and are marked for annihilation, then the pottery industry
in the United States had as well give up the ghost. This
is a most appropriate illustration of what may happen. Sup-
pose Secretary Wallace and his communistic cohorts and
Secretary Hull and his free-trade cohorts can see where it
would be greatly to the advantage of the cotton producers
of the South to trade their cotton for Japanese silk and
pottery, and for the farmers to trade their lard and meats
and grains to Japan for cheap tile, brick, and pottery, what
is to prevent them from doing so? If they mean to carry
out this plan, the pottery and clay-products business offers
as good an opportunity as any other. Of course my people
in Ohio would raise a tremendous objection; but, as we are
a great Republican State and as this is a great protected
industry, we are in poor position to demand that we escape
the executioner’s ax. I hope it will not fall on this industry
but it may do so, and that is one good and sufficient reason
why I am against it. I cite this illustration the better to
show the people of my State what dangerous possibilities
this bill contains,

I may be too much exercised about this. I admit I am
much exercised. How is he to do it, this President or any
future President who is called upon to select the inefficient?
It is a very difficult task to perform.
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However much fault some people find with our legislative
system, it is nearer to the people than any ether branch of
our Government.

Mr. SAMUEL B. HILL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield at that point?

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. I would rather not yield until I
have completed the main part of my speech.

Mr. SAMUEL B. HILL. I wish to ask a question right
in this connection.

The representative of the pottery industry said he asked
for an embargo.

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. No; I beg to differ with the gen-
tleman from Washington in that respect. I read his testi-
mony very carefully. He said he did not ask for an embargo
against European countries, but if they were to deal with
Japan they must have an embargo. Why? He said because
in Japan they make these articles so cheaply it would take
at least a 300-percent tariff to meet Japanese competition.

Were our President to sit in at a reciprocal trade confer-
ence with Japan, what would Japan ask to trade? Pottery.
And should the President make such a deal with Japan, then
it is good-bye to the pottery industry of my State, which
does an annual business of over $33,000,000.

Mr. Chairman, I repeat, it is a serious proposition to the
pottery industry of my State; and to the gentleman from
West Virginia, who is listening so attentively, I will say it
is & serious proposition to West Virginia. It is a great indus-
try, but it has been put on the trading block, and nobody
in it has any heart to proceed; nobody has any heart to
expand his business, because it is on the trading block; it is
going to be talked about when the Japanese envoys get
around the table with the President of the United States,
as the gentleman from Tennessee says; and if they say it is
an inefficient industry, such as Secretary Wallace talks about,
then it is good-bye to the pottery industry of Ohio.

You can go down to the 10-cent store now, if you want,
and buy pottery made in Japan by cheap labor for 10 cents
a dozen. You can buy them much cheaper than we can
make them here. No manufacturer in the United States
can compete with Japan on cheap pottery. What applies
to the pottery business may just as well apply to any other
industry that is protected by a tariff. !

Now, I must proceed. I have many other reasons I could
assign why I am opposed fo this bill.

To summarize my opposition to this bill:

First. The passage of this bill is not necessary, for the
benefits that might acerue under it can be secured under the
present tariff organization.

Second. It is unconstitutional.

Third. The amount of imports in normal times is only
about 3 or 4 percent of the goods consumed in the United
States, and 67 percent of those are on the free list.

Fourth. We do one half of the business of the world in the
United States, and all nations are glad to deal with us and
send their surplus to the greatest market in the world.

Fifth, Our concern should be greater for the ninety or
ninety-five billions in business done among ourselves than
the five or ten hillions done with all the rest of the world.

Sixth. No further grant of power should be given to the
President. Republics are ruled by the people and not by
dictators.

Seventh. Protective tariff is largely responsible for the
growth of the Nation. It is a Republican policy. It has
been opposed by the Democrats. It should not be changed
by its enemies.

Eighth. Increase of imports does not relieve unemploy-
ment in our country.

Ninth. It is un-American for any one man to have the
authority to say that any certain industry must be annihi-
lated and that certain other industries should be encouraged
and expanded. [Applause.]

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to
the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. FULLER].

Mr, FULLER. Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee,
H.R. 8430 has for its object the granting of authority to the
President to make foreign-trade agreemenfs by increasing
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or decreasing, not to exceed more than 50 percent, existing
tariff rates for the purpose of expanding our foreign mar-
kets and establishing and maintaining a better relationship
with foreign nations, for the benefit of agriculture, industry,
and commerce.

During the entire history of our Nation there has always
been a great diversity of opinion among the followers of
the Democratic and Republican Parties as to the best pro-
cedure affecting imports or tariffis. I have heard it con-
tended that the Democratic Party was never for a tariff
and that we were * free-traders.” As a matter of fact, in the
early history of our Government, and for the first 50 years
of its existence, at a time when democracy was ruling this
Nation, building the cornerstones and laying the foundations
upon which our great structure was builded, our party stood
for a tariff. It threw its arms of protection around the
infant industries in order that they might develop and not
be crushed by foreign wealthy powers. This continued until
this child grew to full manhood and became rich and omnip-
etent. At this time it was discovered that the protected
industries were coming to the Congress demanding and re-
ceiving a protection for their own personal gain, and that
it was necessary to protect the public as against these selfish
interests. It was then that the Republican Party tock up
their battle and gave to industry a greater protection, culmi-
nating in the Smoot-Hawley-Grundy tariff law.

When this tariff bill of 1930 was pending President Hoover,
in his message, stated that there were a few revisions that
should be made, and Speaker Longworth, in his opening
address of thal session, declared that there were very few
changes that should be made. No sooner had the committee
started its work than these financiers, rich omnipotent pro-
tected industries, began to exert their influence, and, as a
result, they enacted the most outrageous high protective
tariff ever known in the history of the Nation. During its
pendency over 40 of the leading nations of the world pro-
tested and begged that the law be not enacted. They held
their hands up in holy horror, and at last declared if such a
law were passed barring their goods from American markets,
that they would pass retaliatory laws. As a result, nations
that scarcely knew what it was to collect an import duty
not only passed high-tariff laws but established embargoes,
prohibitions, and quotas which were prohibitive as against
America, a simple example being that the tariff on a Ford
car in France is as much as the purchase price in this coun-
try. American industries established branches and others
established industries in Canada and foreign countries in
order to avoid the embargoes and tariffs imposed on Ameri-
can goods.

We are a surplus-producing nation, both in agriculture
and in industry, and being barred on the foreign markets
and unable fo dispose of our surplus, it accumulated here
at home, causing a financial panic and a depression never
known in the history of our Nation. Farmers were unable
to sell their products and could not buy from the local mer-
chants, the local merchants could not buy from the whole-
salers, and the wholesalers from the factories. Thus these
industries ceased to operate, their men were thrown out of
employment, they were unable to meet their obligations, like
the farmers; bank failures and bankruptcy appeared on
every hand and the poor and laboring class of people num-
bered 13,000,000 of unemployed, resulting, for the first time,
in this Nation being required to feed and clothe its people
at Federal expense. All of which was due to this outrageous
Smoot-Hawley robber tariff law, engineered by Grundy, of
Pennsylvania, who contended that no one but the manu-
facturers who had contributed money to the Republican
campaign funds should have any voice in the matter.

It is a striking illustration that agriculture and industry
should go hand in hand. When the farmer fails to prosper
and has no money with which to buy, industry suffers. By
reason of these high tariff walls existing in foreign countries
in retaliation and as a punishment for the Smoot-Hawley
law, we have not attempted to amend that law, because we
can accomplish no good by so doing. Unless there are
radical changes made by foreign-trade agreements, we will
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probably never in our lives see another general tariff law
enacted. Still there are some of our Republican colleagues
today, in a half-hearted way, defending this law, notwith-
standing the fact that it has been overwhelmingly repudi-
ated at the hands of the American electorate. They con-
stitute the remnants of the old Hoover regime which would
not give a dime to feed or clothe the poor of the Nation,
which they ridiculed as a dole, but relented to loan money
to buy feed for the jackasses. It is interesting to note that
Senator Smoot, Senator Grundy, and Representative Haw-
ley were immediately retired to the shades of quiet and
peaceful domestic life, One half of the former Republicans
of this Nation deserted their party at the last election as a
retaliation, due to conditions brought about by this fariff
law, which further protected industry and the unjust ac-
cumulation of wealth into the hands of a few. Labor never
received its portion of protection. The protection went not
into labor or the Federal Treasury, but into the swollen
pockets of wealth. If labor received this protection and we
can live unto ourselves, why the panic and national
calamity?

Prior to 1930 we were exporting $5,000,000,000 annually
of our surplus, 40 percent being agricultural and 60 per-
cent industrial. Last year our exports were approximately
$1,000,000,000. Our imports in 1929 were $368,000,000, while
in 1933 they were $96,000,000. We cannot expect to have
an export trade without a considerable import trade. It
is absolutely imperative that something be done to expand
our foreign trade and dispose of our surplus.

This measure represents a Democratic remedy. The Re-
publicans have no remedy, but are still wedded to their
golden calf, the high protective tariff. We cannot stand
still, we must either go forward or backward. It is impossi-
ble for us to operate under our tariff laws under present
conditions. It takes about 6 months to have hearings and
obtain a ruling, raising, or lowering the tariff under the
flexible provision. Practically all the nations of continen-
tal Europe, as well as England and many of the Latin Amer-
ican countries, have vested authority in the executive branch
of their governments to negotiate duties below those in their
tariff schedules in the course of reciprocal negotiations with
other countries. In many countries this executive authority
goes so far as to make changes over night. This means
that we stand no chance for restoration of our lost markets
without being able to deal quickly. Certainly the Congress
cannot make these negotiations. International commerce
conducted on a fair, mutual, and profitable basis, such as
contemplated in this bill, is calculated to add materially in
the restoration of prosperity and serve as a great civilizer
and peacemaker. The question today is what are we going
to do to regain our foreign trade? We know we have lost
it and we must set up some agency to regain it. All the
other nations of the world are making reciprocal commer-
cial agreements between one another. We are doing prac-
tically nothing because of a lack of authority, I was
startled to hear my Republican colleague [Mr., JENKINS of
Ohiol, just preceding me, make the same remark he and
other Republican committee members have advanced. “It is
no use to worry about our foreign markets, as they are gone
never to be regained.” Is such Republican political propa-
ganda sound or reasonable? The purpose of this bill is to
vest authority in the President to set up an agency through
the Secretary of State to break down the barriers, go into
the open markets and create a demand for our surplus. It
may sound good for our Republican colleagues to preach iso-
lation, to contend that we can build a Chinese wall around
our Nation and live by ourselves. This is probably true.
The Indians used to do so, but if we expect to keep step in
the march of time and to prosper in the future, as we have
in the past, we cannot live unto ourselves, but must trade
and exchange goods with our neighbors.

Mr. DARDEN., Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FULLER. I yield to the gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. DARDEN. Would we not sacrifice 60 percent of the
cotion trade of the world? Sixty percent of our cotton
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moves abroad. Unless we are to develop our foreign mar-
kets, have we not of necessity got to give that trade up?
Mr. FULLER. Certainly.

FOR WHAT DO WE TRADE?

The minority members in the committee and here on the
floor of the House have insisted on wanting to know what
specific articles we expect to barter or trade. Seeking, of
course, to get someone to specify an article which is grown
or manufactured in this country with a view of advancing
the further argument that the object of the bill is to destroy
American industry. They seek not relief from the condition
they brought about but political advantage. The answer is,
We expect to deal, swap, and trade, and make reciprocal
agreements concerning things which come to this country in
exchange for our surpluses, the same as we did before the
Smoot-Hawley tariff law. If David Harum were alive and
figuring on making a horse swap with the deacon, he would
not let everyone know the procedure he would follow nor the
tactics he would resort to in making a swap. Neither is
it good public policy, nor in keeping with his position, for
Secretary of State Hull, who will have this matter in
charge, to let the nations of the world know in answering
questions before the committee as to what articles he ex-
pected to barter and trade. Such a procedure would fore-
warn the other nations. It is no trouble to conceive of
thousands of articles that we could make reciprocal agree-
ments concerning, to be imported and sold in this country, in
exchange for our surplus manufactured and agricultural
products. Forty-eight nations of the world are busily en-
gaged in enfering into these kind of agreements. It is not
a matter of retaliation with us, but a matter of self-defense.
Under this bill we can develop a stable situation with regard
to a foreign market.

With the rapid changes in the tariffs, embargoes, exchange
restrictions, and quotas, no business man knows how to plan
ahead. He is afraid to ship a cargo to a foreign market
without a reciprocal trade agreement with that nation, fear-
ing when his cargo arrives there would be an embargo or
such restrictions that he would lose his shipment.

It either means that foreign purchasing power for agri-
cultural surpluses be restored or that we continue with the
present emergency and undesirable task of retiring surplus
acres and the imposition of processing taxes.

THE DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY

It is contended by many of our Republican colleagues that
this bill is unconstitutional for the reason it delegates author-
ity to the President to levy taxes, which authority, under the
Constitution, is vested in the Congress. This measure car-
ries no such authority. It simply authorizes the President,
probably acting through the Secretary of State, to act as an
instrumentality to carry out our tariff law with power to
raise or lower tariffs, the same as is now vested in the Tariff
Commission. It is not a delegated authority. Under the
Smoot-Hawley tariff law the President now has practically
the last word in tariff questions to the extent of 50 percent.
He names the Tariff Commission, and it is reasonable to con-
clude that if he wants the tariff raised or lowered 50 per-
cent, as now authorized under the law, that he would be able
to carry out his purpose. The contention that leading Dem-
ocratic statesman contended the Smoot-Hawley law was
unconstitutional because it vested authority in the President
and the Tariff Commission to raise or lower the tariff does
not rise to the dignity of an argument for the unconstitu-
tionality of this measure. This is an emergency measure and
no one contemplates or desires that it shall be a permanent
law. Since the creation of our Government authority in
numerous instances has been vested in our Chief Executive
by Congress to enter into various reciprocal trade agreements
without reporting and receiving the approval of the Senate.

LACK OF CONFIDENCE
It is natural, if only for political purposes, that our Repub-

lican colleagues would be opposed to any measure that we
proposed affecting the tariff. But how a Democratic Mem-
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ber can oppose this measure is more than I can comprehend.
Their argument must be based wholly and entirely upon a
lack of confidence in our President. Of course, he cannot
make all of the agreements; but it is fair to conclude that
he will know the substance of every agreement he approves.
Some of the representatives of the sugar industry are skepti-
cal and fearful that he will ruin their industry. In my
opinion, such a fear is wholly unfounded. Personally, I am
in favor of a reasonable and fair protection of this industry;
but if they are entirely inefficient and living and prospering
at the expense of the consuming public, they have no right
to complain, nor has any other industry that is wholly ineffi-

cient. Certainly its friends will not concede the sugar indus-
try is inefficient. This Government does not levy a tax and

pass it on to the consumer to take care of the professional,
business, and agricultural interests; and no industry has a
right to exact that it should be maintained at the expense
of the taxpayers.

I represent the greatest tomato-canning industry in Amer-
ica, situated in the Ozark Mountains. This area cans one
third of all the tomatoes consumed in America. I could be
driven out of business and info the hands of bankruptcy in
30 days if Italy were permitted to ship unrestricted canned
tomatoes into this country. But I have no fear of our great
leader crippling this industry. He has demonstrated by his
entire program that his main and first object is to restore
agriculture., Agriculture need have no fear of trade agree-
ments being entered into that will permit other nations to
ship their goods here in competition. In my opinion, in-
stead of injuring the manufacturing industries, it will be of
untold value. No one in this House would be in favor of
adding an additional burden during these trying and panicky
times to striving agriculture, business, and industry.

This is not a jump in the dark; it is a conservative meas-
ure, to be executed by the world’s greatest statesman. Let
us not be doubting Thomsases and stand still, groping in the
dark; but, rather, let us present a solid phalanx with a firm
determination that we will back our President in this worthy
undertaking to restore peace and prosperity to this Nation.
[Applause.]

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time to
the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr, GLovEr] as he may
desire.

Mr. GLOVER, Mr. Chairman, we are now considering an
amendment to the Smoot-Hawley tariff bill of 1930, which is
HR. 8667. This bill does not go as far as I had hoped it
would. I was hopeful that a general tariff bill would be
brought in by the Committee on Ways and Means, which
would give us a chance fo revise and lower many tariff
schedules which we believe should he lowered.

A tariff bill should not be written in haste, as we all know,
because it requires careful study for each item. What we
need is a well-balanced tariff, which will not aid a privi-
leged class to the detriment of the masses.

The tariff bill of 1930 is the highest ever written, and it
has had the effect of driving away from us our foreign trade,
which we enjoyed for so many years and will enjoy again
when this question is settled right. When the Smoot-
Hawley bill was passed, it built, as it were, a wall around
the United States so high that other nations could not trade
with us. Other nations are thinking for themselves just
like we are, and have passed retaliatory measures against us,
and as a result of the legislation on both sides we have been
standing here idle counting our fingers, for we had no money
to count, and other nations have been doing the same thing.

This bill seeks to tear down that barrier and give the
power to make reciprocal trade agreements with any coun-
try we may desire to, by reducing our tariff not exceeding
50 percent and they reducing theirs the same. If we can
induce a few of the large nations to enter into this kind of
agreement, we shall never again have a surplus of anything.
If the world were properly fed and properly clothed, we
would have no surplus. The trouble now is we are in need
of everything and nothing to buy with. The purchasing
power must be restored or our people will continue to suffer.
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The manufacturing interests have always been protected
with a high tariff, and the man who produces the raw mate-
rial is forced to sell on a market which is not protected at
whatever he can get for it, and then buy what he has fo
buy on a market that is protected. Almost everything a
man uses from the cradle to the grave is protected by a
high tariff. A farmer will raise a 4-year-old beef steer,
butcher it, take the hide to town, and sell it to one man;
he will then go across the street and buy a pair of hame
strings, and the tariff put on leather makes them so high
it takes practically all he got for the whole beef hide to pay
for the two hame strings. The same is true with practically
everything we have to buy.

Much has been said about giving too much power to one
man as President. I agree with that line of thought, but
much depends on who is President. I am sure the present
President, Mr. Roosevelt, will not abuse this power in the
least but that he will use it to help pull us out of the dilemma,
we found ourselves in on the 4th of last March. Too much
cannot be said in praise of our great leader, Franklin D.
Roosevelt. He admits that he, as well as anyone else, will
make mistakes when trying emergency measures to pull us
out of the distressing conditions we had drifted into. It is
far better to try and not succeed than te fail to try and let
humanity suffer.

The President, addressing the Congress, speaking of the
decline in world trade, said:

Measured in terms of the volume of goods in 1833, it has been
reduced to approximately 70 percent of Its 1929 volume; meas-
ured in terms of dollars, it has fallen to 35 percent.

The Secretary of State, in his testimony before the com-
mittee March 8, 1934, said:

According to reliable estimates, if world trade had gone forward
with the annual ratio of gain existing before the war, the na-
tions during the intervening years would have had some $275,-
000,000,000 more than they have actually enjoyed. And according
to these estimates, if world trade had thus progressed there would
be today an annual international commerce of near $50,000,000,000
instead of the pitiable figures of less than $12,000,000,000 for 1833.

International trade has steadily grown less each year since 1920.
The reduction of international trade in the amount of $40,000,-
000,000 means the reduction of world production by $40,000,000,000,
and this means a reduction in consumption of a like amount and
this means correspondingly lower standards of living.

President Roosevelt in his message to Congress stated:

Other governmeénts are to an ever-increasing extent winning
their share of international trade by negotiated, reciprocal trade
agreements. If American agricultural and industrial interests
are to retaln their deserved place in this trade, the American
Government must be in a position to bargain for that place with
other governments by rapid and decisive negotiation based upon
a carefully considered program and to grant with discernment cor-
responding opportunities in the American market for foreign prod-
ucts supplementary to our own.

If the American Government is not in a position to make fair
offers for fair opportunities, its trade will be si:porseded. If it is
not in a position at a given moment rapidly to alter the terms
on which it is willing to deal with other countries, it cannot ade-
quately protect its trade against discriminations and against
bargains injurious to its interests. Furthermore, a promise to
which prompt effect cannot be given is not an inducement which
can pass current at par in commercial negotiations.

For this reason, any smaller degree of authority in the hands of
the Executive would be ineffective. The executive branches of
virtually all other important trading countries already possess
some such power,

We must safeguard our export industries. If the Unifed
States is to regain prosperity and not sacrifice large and
important agricultural and commercial interests which give
employment to millions of the workers of the country, it
must sell certain of its surplus products abroad. As stated
by the President in his message to Congress:

Important branches of our agriculture, such as cotton, tobacco,
hog products, rice, cereals, and fruit ralsing, and those branches
of American industry whose mass-production methods have led
the world, will find expanded oppertunities and productive ca-
pacity in foreign markets and will thereby be spared, in part at
least, the heartbreaking readjustments that must be necessary if
the shrinkage of American foreign commerce remains permanent.

The main purpose of the hill is to build up foreign trade.
Section 350 (a) reads as follows:
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For the purpose of expanding foreign markets for the products
of the United States (as a means of assisting in restoring the
American standard of living, in overcoming domestic unemploy-
ment and the present economic depression, in increasing the pur-
chasing power of the American public in the present emergency,
and in establishing and maintaining a better relationship among
various branches of American agriculture, industry, mining, and
commerce) by regulating the admission of foreign goods into the
United States in accordance with the characteristics and needs
of various branches of American production so that foreign mar-
kets will be made avallable to those branches of American produc-
tion which require and are capable of developing such outlets by
affording corresponding market opportunities for foreign products
in the United States, the President, whenever he finds that the
existing duties or other import restrictions are unduly burdening
and restricting the foreign trade of the United States or that
the purpose above declared will be promoted by the use of the
powers herein conferred, is authorized from time to time—

(1) To enter into foreign trade agreements with foreign gov-
ernments or instrumentalities thereof; and

(2) To proclaim such modifications of existing duties and other
import restrictions, or such additional import restrictions, or such
continuance, and for such minimum periods, of existing customs
or excise treatment of any article covered by foreign-trade agree-
ment that the President has entered into hereunder. No proc-
lamation shall be made increasing or decreasing by more than
50 percent any existing rate of duty or transferring any article
between the dutiable and free lists. The proclaimed dutles and
other import restrictions shall apply to articles the growth, pro-
duce, or manufacture of all foreign countries, whether imported
directly or indirectly, except that nothing in this section shall be
construed to prevent the granting of exclusive preferential treat-
ment to articles the growth, produce, or manufacture of the Re-
public of Cuba: Provided, That the President may suspend the
application to articles the growth, produce, or manufacture of any
country because of its discriminatory treatment of American com-
merce or because of other acts or policies which in his opinion
tend to defeat the purposes set forth in this section; and the
proclaimed duties and other import restrictions shall be in effect
from and after such time as is specified in the proclamation.
The President may at any time terminate any such proclamation
in whole or in part.

(b) As used in this section, the term " duties and other im-
port restrictions” includes (1) rate and form of import duties
and classification of articles, and (2) limitations, prohibitions,
charges, and exactions, other than duties, imposed on importa-
tion or imposed for the regulation of imports.

Let us pass this bill; and if the tariff is not corrected, then
let us rewrite the tariff bill and make it just and fair to

all men. [Applause.]

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to
the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. BAKEWELL].

Mr. BAKEWELL. There is no dispute as to the de-
sirability of the revival and expansion of international trade
in the interest both of agriculture and of industry. There
is no doubt a sense in which America can be regarded as
the greatest—perhaps the only free-trade nation in the
world—since we have absolute freedom of trade between the
48 sovereign States, many of which compare favorably in
size and wealth, in diversification of activities, and even in
population, with independent nations situated in other parts
of the globe. If any nation can stand economic isolation,
we can. We consume more than 90 percent of what we
produce, and our home markets must be preserved at all
cost. Nevertheless, if so confined, the restoration cf nor-
mal conditions at home would bring a prosperity so far
below that which we formerly enjoyed, and which we hope
to recover, as to satisfy no one. William McKinley himself,
the arch apostle of protection, said more than 30 years ago
that “ the period of exclusiveness is past.” He recognized
the necessity of finding foreign markets for our surplus
products, and advocated a broad and enlightened policy
of commercial expansion. That has been good Republican
doctrine from that day to this. And it is equally good Re-
publican doctrine that one method of furthering that end
is through reciprocal trade arrangements with other nations,
which can and should be accomplished without compromis-
ing the principle of protection. The Republican platform
in 1900 contained this plank:

We favor the * * * policy of reciprocity so directed as to

open our markets on favorable terms for what we do not our-
selves produce in return for free foreign markets.

It is not contrary to Republican policy even to advocate
certain reductions in tariff rates in the interest of trade
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expansion, where changed conditions of relative cost of pro-
duction make this possible without involving unfair and
ruinous competition. Unfortunately this pathway is pretty
effectively barred by the increased cost of production under
the codes of the N.R.A. European and Asiatic goods, made
with long hours of work, low wages, often sweatshop condi-
tions, are even now leaping over our tariff walls, flooding us
with foreign-made goods, and threatening the existence of
many of our industries. If it is desirable for American in-
dustry to be protected from cutthroat competition at home,
it is most assuredly right that it should be protected from
cutthroat competition of foreign manufacturers.

It is also recognized by the Members on both sides of the
House, excepting only the silver bloe, that the development
of international trade is conditioned, in the last analysis, by
the exchange of goods and services for goods and services.
This is true, subject only to the limitation that the amount
received by citizens of other lands for their investments
in American securities in excess of the amount received by
Americans for investments abroad and the amounts spent
by American tourists abroad in excess of the amount spent
by foreign tourists in this country must be taken into the
reckoning.

Finally, the principle of a flexible tariff, permitting the
changing or rates within limits by the President under defi-
nite conditions imposed by Congress, is a Republican contri-
bution to tariff policy. But note that the President, under
the present tariff law, relying on the results reached by a
fact-finding nonpartisan Commission, is merely authorized
to carry out the expressed will of Congress by changing
rates to meet changed relative costs of production so as to
maintain fair and reasonable competition.

This bill proposes something totally different. There are
no conditions imposed; there is no fact-finding body in-
volved. The President is not instructed to carry out the will
of Congress, but is authorized to follow his own sweet will.
He is given absolute power of life and death over our indus-
tries. There can be do doubt as to the intention of the
administration.

Mr. Wallace, whose bill this is, let the cat out of the bag
during the hearings on this measure. Here is one passage
among many that might be quoted:

Mr. Warrace. I think it would be quite possible to increase Ger-
many’s purchasing power for our lard. Germany, in the old days,
was the leading consumer of American lard. Germany today has
a tariff of 16 cents a pound on lard, which is nearly three times
the present price of lard in this country. Lard is an important
product to your State and to my State. I think we should increase
Germany's purchasing power for lard very materially in case we
import a normal quantity of German goods.

Mr. Knvrson. What would we bring in from Germany?

Mr. WALLACE. Germany bas a large number of smeall industries,

Mr. ENUTSON. Are they efficient?

Mr. WALLACE. They seem to be more efficient than our own; they
are willing to sell at lower prices. The Germans are undoubtedly
able to sell toys for less than our people are able to sell toys.

Here is the yardstick that is to be used. Willingness to sell
at lower prices is the mark of superior eficiency. If that is
a sound doctrine, why should not the cutthroat competitor,
working with child labor and under sweatshop conditions,
be declared the efficient producer? If this yardstick is used,
there is scarcely anything that we make that Japan cannot
produce and sell, even after paying transportation and tarift
charges, for less than our people can sell similar articles,
She can produce more cheaply because she has all our latest
machinery and because she pays starvation wages and exacts
long hours of toil.

The application of the principle enunciated by Mr. Wal-
lace would threaten nearly all of our industries. They are
having a hard battle to keep going as it is. They cannot
stand the uncertainty this bill will create. The President
is here authorized to act without the check of any impartial
nonpartisan fact-finding body, and without granting a hear-
ing to the industries affected. Our industries cannot stand
it to have this sword of Damocles hanging, always hanging,
over their heads.

If industry is dependent on the prosperity of the farmer,
it is at least equally true that the farmer is dependent on
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the prosperity of industry. How long, how long will it be
before we take to heart the simple truth that there can be
no real recovery, no enduring reemployment, until industry
is given a chance to thrive and prosper?

But there is an even greater menace in the bill under
consideration. Congress in the special session granted the
President vast powers on the pretext that they were war-
time emergency powers, and with the understanding that
they were temporary in character and would soon be relin-
quished. But the lust for power is an appetite that grows
by what it feeds on. The President’s demands now know
no limit. This Congress, abjectly surrendering to his dicta-
torship, has enormously extended his powers through the
$2,000,000,000 currency and credit control bill and the
cotton control bill. This bill represents the culminating
effort to wrest from Congress its last remaining vestige of
power. We have no right to surrender this power, To do 50
would be a direct violation of our oath to uphold the Consti-
tution. I have excellent authority for this statement. When
the bill was under consideration, 5 years ago, which proposed
to give the President the right to modify rates, although that
power was merely to carry out the expressed purpose of Con-
gress, our Democratic statesmen were up in arms. Here is
what one of them said, speaking from the other end of the
Capitol:

I should like to read a few of the statements of these gen-
tlemen, statements which have not as yet appeared in this
discussion, but, asking unanimous consent to include them
in the REcorp, in order to save time, I shall press on.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Hamxes). The gentleman from
Connecticut asks unanimous consent to extend his remarks
in the Recorp as indicated. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. BAKEWELL. Listen to this from a distinguished
statesman at the other end of the Capitol, October 1, 1929,

page 4094:

Senator WacnEr. After the Tariff Commission has made an in-
vestigation and recommended a change in duty, who is to enact
that recommendation into law? The President takes the position
that he alone is competent to act with the necessary dispatch to
afford adequate relief. It is my view that if a new duty is to
become effective, if a greater tax burden is to be imposed upon the
people of the United States, the change must secure both con-
gressional and Presidential approval, as In the case of the enact-
ment of every other law. The issue is not between a flexible and
an inflexiple tariff; the true line of division is between an Execu-
tive tariff and a congressional tariff,

Here is the statement of another eminent Democrat, also
made at the other end of the Capitol, October 1, 1929, page
4106:

Senator WaLse of Massachusetts. Gentlemen, you are engaged
in an assault upon parliamentary government. No one can fore-
see where this movement will lead or end. One thing is certain:
It risks the beginning of the end of that fundamental principle
upon which our institutions were built, our happiness secured,
and our prosperity maintained up to the present hour, This pro-
posed change would not even be thought of except it is the
fashion of the time to belittle and discredit parliamentary gov-
ernment. But the tragedy of it all is that we ourselves are join-
ing in the movement to undermine parliamentary government,
which means to put ourselves in the limbo of rejected things.

And here is a gem from Texas, October 1, 1929, pages 4101
and 4102:

Senator SHEPPARD. Mr, President, the Constitution of the United
States provides that all legislative powers granted by its terms
shall be vested In Congress.

Congress cannot relieve itself, therefore, of the legislative func-
tion without violating the Constitution, the instrument which
every Member of the two Houses of Congress has sworn to
support and to defend.

It would be difficult to imagine a more serious question than
the one before us.

It is the question of whether we are about to delegate a legis-
lative power to the President of the United States.

What is that power? * * *

The life and death of many industries, the welfare of multi-
tudes of men, women, and children would be made to depend on
the will or the mood of one man—perhaps on what he ate for
breakfast. * * *

The Constitution makes Congress the sole legislative instrumen-
tality. Not only does it vest the law-making power in Congress,
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gu:ilt goes further and specifically ordains that Congress shall levy
uties.

The proposal under debate substitutes the President for Con-
gress in the matter of levying duties within limits alarmingly wide,
Tariff taxes touch humanity at every step from infancy to dissolu-
tion. The power to tax is the power to destroy.

The proposal confront us clothes the President with legisla-
tive power. S

It merges the Capitol into the White House.
It deposits the dead bedy of a suicide Congress at the feet of
Herbert Hoover.

The measure under consideration enahbles the President to make
law—to legislate.

It destroys so far as its operation is concerned one of the most
vital features of our system of free government—the separation of
the executive, legislative, and judiecial functions,

Mr. Chairman, ancient civilization rested upon slave labor,
Aristotle, the greatest intellect that ever lived, in defending
this institution said that if there had been no slavery there
would have been no leisure, and without leisure there could
have been no civilization. But, he added, with prophetic
vision: “If only the shuttle could weave without the hand
to guide it, there would be no necessity for slave labor,”

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman
from Connecticut 7 additional minutes.

Mr. BAKEWELL. Now the shuttle does weave without
the hand to guide it. Science and invention have made
such tremendous strides, have given us such complete con-
trol over the forces of nature, that now it is possible for
the first time in history for all men to live in freedom and
with leisure and be able to enjoy and contribute to the
blessings of civilization; but, Mr. Chairman, these develop-
ments have come with such bewildering rapidity that we
are in danger of being overwhelmed by our very victories
over nature and nature’s forces. Selfishness and greed have
not been slow to seize their opportunity; folly has done its
share; and chaos has resulted. It is necessary to bring
order out of chaos, and this can only be done by finding a
better balance between production and consumption, a bet-
ter distribution, a more even-handed justice; but this itself
would be of little value if it were purchased at the price of
the loss of our liberty and of that individual independence
and initiative which constitute our most precious heritage.

When this administration came into power we had hopes
that we were to have a leadership which would find the way
out while still preserving our liberties, but as the months
have rolled on, huge bureaucracies have been piled on huge
bureaucracies, measure after measure has been sent down
and ordered passed, measures which show that we are
being pushed more and more to the left. It is becoming
increasingly evident that the political philosophy underlying
these measures is not that of our fathers, not the philosophy
of Washington and Jefferson and Lincoln. If is an alien
political philosophy, sired in Germany and dammned in
Russia.

If we follow this through to its logical end, we shall find
that just at the time when we might all have been free we
shall all be in chains, living under a completely regimented
system.

The President in a recent speech said that he was some-
times amused and sometimes sad over such suggestions. It
would be well if he were to take to heart his own counsel
when he said, “ We must think things through.” It were
well if he would take a few days off and think through to
the bitter end the implications of some of these measures
that have had their origin in brain storms of the visionaries
who constitute the kitchen-brains cabinet of this admin-
istration. It is high time to call a halt. Here and now is the
appointed place and time.

If you continue to follow along the path you are now fol-
lowing, you will find in the end that you have sold our birth-
right of freedom for a mess of communist pottage, and this
period of our history, which started out with a promise so
fair, shall be known in history as the era of the great
betrayal.
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You gentlemen on the Democratic side of the House are on
record with respect to your own opinion on these matters.
You cannot go back on those opinions. If you were honest
then, you must still believe those things to be true.

Mention has been made of coming elections. If you con-
tinue to vote simply under orders, turning yourselves into a
herd of dumb, unreasoning cattle that understand no lan-
guage but the crack of the whip, if you are fearful of getting
on the Speaker’s blacklist and losing administration support
in the coming election, you will vote for this measure; but if
you use your judgment, you will vote against it, unless you
were insincere in what you said a few years ago. [Applause.]

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. MARTIN].

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I listened
with marked attention to the brilliant speech of the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Beck], in
the House on Saturday last, against the pending bill (H.R.
8687) granting tariff powers to the President, and also
read his speech in the RECORD.

It is always an education to listen to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania. I doubt whether any Member of either House
is his match in the discussion of constitutional law, em-
bellished with a wealth of parliamentary history, and
adorned with a felicity and eloquence of expression which
always make it a pleasure to listen to him.

This is not in the nature of a reply. I am only a very
humble self-made member of the profession of which he has
long been one of the national leaders. I have neither the
knowledge of constitutional law nor of history, requisite to
a reply to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. Even if I had
these qualifications, my viewpoint would not permit me to
dispute his claims regarding the great change which has
been wrought in government in the United States in the
last 50 years, converting it, to quote him, “ from a federa-
tion of States into a unitary socialistic State.” My answer
would be in the nature of a confession and avoidance. I
would say that these things have been and are because they
had to be. I would plead that what has happened to the
Constitution was only incidental to what has happened to
the economic life of America.

He begins with the creation of the Interstate Commerce
Commission in 1887 as a manifest point of departure from
the old constitutional distribution of powers befween the
Federal and State Governments, followed by the creation of
the Department of Agriculture in 1888 and the Sherman
antitrust law in 1890, and following on down to the present
program, which for the time being is virtually submerging
the State in the scheme of American Government.

The situation is proof of the axiom that * necessity knows
no law.” One sentence in the Constitution, the power given
Congress “ to regulate commerce among the several States”,
now outweighs the rest of the Constitution. It is difficult to
believe that the framers of the Constitution ever anticipated
the interpretations which have been placed on the commerce
clause. It is quite likely that as the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania states, this power was intended to prevent inter-
meddling by the States against each other. For the sake of
argument, let us admit the gentleman’s whole case down to
and including his observations on the recent milk decision
by the Supreme Court, in which he states that “the Court
proceeded to reconcile the acts of Congress with an extraor-
dinary latitudinarian interpretation of the Constitution?”,
and let us direct a brief inquiry into the proposition whether
history and experience hold out any hope that a government
of the people might carry on and liberty survive the trans-
formations being wrought in the structure and functions of
government.

I find some hope in the reflections aroused in my mind
while reading the speech. The gentleman properly referred
to England as the “mother of parliaments.” The British
Parliament was necessarily the model from which the
framers of the American Constitution builded, although with
substantial modifications. But he could not have referred
to England as the mother of constitutions, because England
has no written constitution.
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At this point my mind recalled the only effort I made
while in Congress many years ago, which attracted any con-
siderable mention. It was a speech based upon President
Taft’s veto of the resolution admitting Arizona to statehood,
because of the radical nature of its constifution.

In that speech I pointed out that the British executive
had not exercised the veto power in 250 years. I also
pointed out that the British courts had no power to hold
invalid an act of Parliament. At this time I want to add
that the British House of Lords cannot reject an act passed
three successive times by the House of Commons. It ap-
pears, therefore, that the oldest, most substantial and suc-
cessful democracy in the world carries on without the
distribution or even the existence of governmental powers
which have been considered fundamental by a people not
inherently different than their forebears, the American
people.

One further point of difference between the British and
American systems may be noted at this time and that is
that the Commons, the latest addition in point of time to
the British structure of government, has become the head
of the system. The last is first. The House of Commons,
elected by the people, through its ministry, governs the
British Empire. It rules kings, lords, and courts. It is
supreme.

In the American system the counterpart of the House of
Commons—that is, the House of Representatives—was in-
tended by the framers of the Constitution to occupy in our
scheme of government the position now occupied by the
British Commons. The Constitution vested in it the power
to control the purse strings, which means the control of
government. If the House of Representatives does not now
occupy the high station contemplated by the framers of the
Constitution, I want to point out that it is not, like the
Constitution, the victim of changes wrought by the law-
making power. The law creating and empowering Congress
stands as originally written, except for amendments adopted
by the people on its initiation. But the Congress has suf-
fered, and I now speak of it as one of the three coordinate
branches of government embracing both Houses. It has
become subordinated to the Executive, far subordinated. It
does not enjoy that place in the popular esteem held by
another coordinate branch, the Supreme Court. And as
between the two bodies of the legislative branch, the popular
branch has become the lesser. Therefore, in the American
scheme of government, the first is last. The House, it is
true, still enjoys the power of initiation in matters of raising
revenue, but the right of amendment and the exercise of
that right by the other body makes it only a right of initia-
tion, There is no comparison between the powers of the
House of Commons and the House of Representatives.

This, however, is not the main question. The main ques-
tion is the status of the Congress as a whole. A question
mark has been placed behind it. The question is whether it
is not outmoded and overloaded, whether it is not in the
same category with the Constitution and from the same
causes.

I read a statement made by Thomas A. Edison some years
ago, of which I cannot quote the text, but the substance was
that the structure of modern civilization had become so
weighty and complex that the human mind was not capable
of sustaining it and that the whole structure was in danger
of a break-down.

The present bill before the House illustrates the situation.
It is a bill transferring tariffi powers within defined limits
from the Congress to the President. It is pointed out by the
Republicans that when the President was granted such pow-
ers in the Smoot-Hawley tariff bill, only 3 years ago, the
powers of the President being conditioned on the findings
of the Federal Tariff Commission, that the Democrats unan-
imously opposed it as a transfer of legislative powers to
the Executive. Now, say the Republicans, opposing this
bill, the Democrats are proposing to vest this power in the
President directly. Both are right. The power yvested in
the President by the Smoot-Hawley tariff bill, through the
agency of the Federal Tariff Commission, was, like the
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original creation of the Commission itself, a recognition of
the fact that the Congress, overburdened as it is with
multitudes of great new questions, could no longer deal with
the vast complexities and intricacies of fariff legislation.
Both parties have been borne along on the same stream.
These powers had to be handed over fo a commission created
to exercise them.

It is now recognized that in the rapidly fluxing tariff
changes of the world, we cannot even await the slow action
of a Commission. Foreign tariffs change overnight.

And what is true of the tariff is true of transportation, of
communication, of the banking and monetary systems, of
internal revenue, of internal improvements, of the entire
recovery program, and of every major national policy. The
utmost that the Congress can do, and do intelligently, is
to lay down policies and define limits, and it is difficult even
to find time to do this.

In the old days the problems of government were few and
political, now they are many and are economic and sociolog-
ical. The former school of statesmanship has passed out.
This is the day of the economist and scciologist. I am only
able to apprehend this sifuation, not to meet it. Parlia-
ments and constitutions are in the crucible. Whatever hap-
pens to them, humanity, liberty, and progress will survive.
Even if this be a revolution, it is only a passing phase.
[Applause.]

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 7 minutes fo the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. BoiLeau]l.

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, I am inclined to feel that
the main purpose of this bill is to enter into some reciprocal
trade agreements for the advantage of some industry and
the disadvantage of some others,

There is no question in my mind but if the administra-
tion is authorized to enter into these agreements somebody
is going to be hurt. No industry in this country will be
materially benefited as a result of the trade agreement,
unless there is a corresponding damage to some other in-
dustry.

I have been very attentive to the debate, hoping that some
gentleman will get up and state upon what commeodity the
tariff is to be reduced. For some reason or other we have
not received much information along that line. It would
seem that if the administration believes that it can effect-
ually make trade agreements it must have in mind some
particular industry that could be dealt with with material
advantage to American industry without harming any other
industry.

It seems to me that we should be given that information.
I do not feel that we can properly act on this bill without
receiving information from the administration as to what
commodities it is intended to revise the tariff schedules. In
the absence of such information, I for one cannot support
this bill,

Mr. McCORMACEK. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BOILEAU. Gladly.

Mr. McCORMACEK. The gentleman is a progressive, is he?

Mr. BOILEAU. Yes.

Mr. McCORMACK. Does not the gentleman realize that
all of the progressive element in other countries have sup-
ported similar measures to this?

Mr. BOILEAU. I have not heard of any country so
progressive that they would give us an advantage on a tariff
measure.

Mr. McCORMACEK. My question is whether or not the
progressives of other countries have not supported similar
measures?

Mr. BOILEAU., Some progressives in this country have
taken that attitude on this question, but I cannot agree
with them.

The gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. Furrer] made a
statement a little while ago to the effect that if we were to
lower the tariff rates on tomatoes Italy could come in here
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and drive his people out of business. He said, however, in
the next breath that he is sure in his own mind that our
President is not going to permit his tomato industry to be
ruined. Somebody will get the ax. If probably will not be
the tomato industry, which is confined to some extent to
the gentleman’s district, but it may be the paper and pulp
industry that exists in my district; and, although the gentle-
man from Arkansas may have some assurance that they are
not going to interfere with his industry, I have no such
assurance with reference to the industries in my district,
and I am not willing to give to any individual—the Presi-
dent of the United States or anyone else—the power to lower
tariff rates in such a way as to ruin an industry which
means so much to the district in which I live.

Mr. SAMUEL B. HILL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle~
man yield?

Mr. BOILEAU. Yes.

Mr. SAMUEL B. HILL. The paper and pulp industry is
now on the free list.

Mr. BOILEAU. I appreciate that fact, but this bill gives
the President the right to enter into trade agreements.

Mr. FULLER. They cannot raise the duty there under
this law.

Mr. WOODRUFF. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. BOILEAU. Yes.

Mr. WOODRUFF. While under the bill the President
cannot raise the rates on those articles that come in on the
free list under this bill, he is given the privilege of freezing
those items on the free list. That is inserted in this bill
for a purpose that no reasonable man can understand,
because it does not mean a thing in the world except that
in trading with foreign countries we cannot trade with the
only thing that we have to trade with.

Mr. BOILEAU. I appreciate that fact, and also the fact
that the power to enter into these trade agreements is not
going to redound to the interest of industry here.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. BOILEAU. Yes.

Mr. McCORMACK. My friend has an independent mind,
and I respect him. The gentleman ought to realize that
the probable field of success of such agreements would be
in the freezing of commodities on the free list. That is
where the greatest field presents itself for the making of
reciprocal trade agreements.

Mr. WOODRUFF. Will the gentleman yield to me there?

Mr. BOILEAU. Yes,

Mr. WOODRUFF. To say in response to the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. McCormack] that this bill gives
the President no power to take any article from the free
list, he is given the power to freeze something there. We
pretend to give him that power, although it is something
he cannot use, because it is only by act of Congress that
anything can be taken from the free list. It is a lot of
“ hooey ”, as we say in Michigan.

Mr. BOILEAU. I think that description would apply gen-
erally to all of the provisions of the bill.

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. BOILEAU. Yes.

Mr. TREADWAY. In view of the interruptions the gen-
tleman has had, I yield him 3 minutes additional time.

Mr. BOILEAU. I thank the gentleman. In considering
this legislation from any angle, it must be evident that if we
are to enfer into any trade agreements and give an advan-
tage to some particular industry, some other American indus-
try is going to be hurt; and it would seem to me that the
only fair thing for the administration and the members of
this committee to do is to give this House some information
as to what commodities are to have their tariff schedules
reduced.

Mr. BOILEAU. The suggestion is made with reference
to sugar. I have the pleasure of serving on the Committee
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on Agriculture, and the other day we heard a certain repre-
sentative from the Agricultural Department come before
our committee and say that he believes that we should
reduce the tariff on sugar because it is an inefficient indus-
try. I pressed the gentleman for further information as to
what he meant by an inefficient industry, and he said in
effect that any industry that cannot stand on its own feet,
any industry that needs the protection of a tariff, is an
inefficient industry. If that is the case I must say that the
dairy industry is inefficient, because we need tariff for the
protection of the dairy industry, and we need a tariff for
the protection of practically every other indusitry in this
country to protect our standard of living. I am not fearful
that this legislation will result in reducing tariff protection
from butter fat or milk and cream. I donot believe the Pres-
*ident for the present would reduce the tariff on those com-
modities, but I do not want to give anybody the power to do
so if he should see fit to do so, especially if he has to take
advice from the agricultural experts who claim that any
agricultural commodity, such as dairy products, that is in
need of tariff protection is an inefficient industry. I do not
believe any man should have that power, and I, for one, so
long as I am a Member of this House will not give the
President or anybody else that power.

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky, Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. BOILEAU. Yes.

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. I am well acquainted with the
gentleman from Wisconsin and have great admiration for
his ability and his purpose, and without in any sense reflect-
ing upon him I want him at his leisure to insert in the
Recorp that statement of the Secretary of Agriculture which
said that all industries that had a tariff protection were
inefficient.

Mr. BOILEAU, Mr. Chairman, for the first time since I
have been a Member of this House I shall take advantage of
the privilege to extend my remarks in the Recorp, and I
shall insert that quotation.

Mr. VINSON of Eentucky, The gentleman recognizes,
because of the thoroughness of his study, that our imports
in 1933 declined to $1,400,000,000 plus. I know further the
gentleman recognizes back in 1929 our imports totaled
$4,400,000,000. In other words, in 1929 we had three times
as many imports as we had in 1933, and in this connection
I want the gentleman to point out any industry in this
country, except those which were particularly tariff hogs,
holloing because of any deflated Treasury condition or lack
of revenues and dividends.

Mr. BOILEAU. Well, the gentleman made reference to
the reduction in the value of our imports. I wish to say
also that the value of American industry materially de-
clined during that same period of time. We should look
at the entire picture, if we are to consider the loss in im-
ports.

Mr. TREADWAY. I yield the gentleman 3 additional
minutes, as I would like to ask him a question.

Mr. BOILEAU. I gladly yield to the gentleman from
Massachusetts.

Mr. TREADWAY, The gentleman from EKentucky has
called attention to the testimony of Secretary Wallace be-
fore the Committee on Agriculture, and I have no doubt the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. BorLeau] can substantiate
what he was quoting.

Mr. BOILEAU. If the gentleman will permit me, I did not
say it was Secretary Wallace, I said it was a representative
of the Department of Agriculture.

Mr. TREADWAY, It is the same thing. He spoke for
the Secretary.

Mr. BOILEAU. Well, I wanted to have that clear.

Mr. TREADWAY. I want to call the gentleman’s atten-
‘tion, and also the attention of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky to the statement appearing on page 57 of the hearings
before the Committee on Ways and Means:

Becretary WaLrace. I can conceive of a situation where Germany,

:!or instance, might be willing to lower the tariff on lard, in case
Ishe could move, we will say, some toys into the United States.
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Mr. Reep. Would you favor lowering fthe tariff on things Ger-
many produces and ships to this country, and which we produce
here in our own country?

Becretary Warrace, If Germany can produce them more ef-
ficlently than we can, it would be of benefit to our customers, as
our consumers certainly represent the eventually dominant
interest in our population.

Does that not say that Mr. Wallace wants to include im-
portation from Germany of articles that we make in this
country?

Mr. BOILEAU, I think the gentleman is absolutely
correct.

Mr., VINSON of Eentucky. Will the gentleman yield right
there?

Mr. BOILEAU. No. I do nof yield until I haveé made one
statement.

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, MILLARD. Mr. Chairman, a point of order. The
gentleman does not yield.

Mr, VINSON of Kentucky. The gentleman from Wiscon-
sin certainly does not need any help from the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. MILLARD. I think the gentleman does not need any
help from the gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky, The gentleman does not need
any help from the gentleman from New York.

Mr. MILLARD. Mr. Chairman, I raise the point of order
that the gentleman does not yield fo the gentleman from
EKentucky.

The CHATRMAN. The point of order is well taken.

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. Does the gentleman yield?

Mr. BOILEAU. In just a moment I will yield. I want to
say in reference to this enfire tariff question that I perhaps
go a liftle further than most any Member of this House
would go. I would not say that I would be in favor of an
absolute embargo against any commodity that we can pro-
duce in this country, but I will say that so long as there are
millions of men unemployed in the United States, so long as
we are spending billions of dollars trying to give employment
to those men in the United States, so long as we have a
condition where men are looking for employment, I, for one,
will not permit tariff barriers to be put down to take any of
those men out of employment or to permit any foreign labor
fo come in further competition with American labor. [Ap-
plause.]

Mr, VINSON of Kentucky. Will the gentleman yield now?

Mr, BOILEAU. I yield.

Mr. VINSON of Eentucky. What I want to keep clear is
the statement of the gentleman with reference to what Sec-
retary Wallace said pertaining fo tariff industry.

Mr. BOILEAU. I want to keep it straight.

Now, I do not yield further until I make this statement.
I did not say Secretary Wallace made that statement,

Mr. VINSON of Eentucky. Who made the statement?

Mr. BOILEAU, I said that I would put that in the
Recorp. It was a representative from the Department of
Agriculture.

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. Was it Mr. Weaver?

Mr. BOILEAU. There were three gentlemen who testified.
I am not sure of the name at this time. I will put it in
the RECORD.

Mr, VINSON of EKentucky. The gentleman knows that
Mr. Weaver's statement was repudiated by the Secretary of
Agriculture, with reference to his sugar statement.

Mr. BOILEAU. The only thing I can say is that I will
put in the quotation if it has not been taken out of the re-
marks. Sometimes men who give testimony change it com-
pletely while revising their remarks.

Mr. VINSON of EKentucky. Buft I have heard so many
misstatements as to what Secretary Wallace has said that
I am tired of hearing the statements go unchallenged.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Wis-
consin has again expired.

Mr. BOILEAU. The gentleman did not hear me say any-
thing about Secretary Wallace.




5458

Under leave to revise and extend my remarks, I include
herein a part of the testimony of Mr. A. J. S. Weaver, Chief
of the Sugar and Rice Division of the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Administration, given at a hearing before the House
Committee on Agriculture on February 19, 1934:

Mr. Bormeau. Just one further question: As I understand it,
there is a limitation as to production of domestic sugar in the
bill,
Mr. Weaver. Yes.

Mr. BorLeau, What is the economic justification for limiting the
domestic production of an agricultural commeodity produced in
this country, when we are already producing less than a third of
our domestic consumption?

Mr. Weaver. There are two, I think.

One is the cost of an expansion of the industry to the consumer.
The other is the cost of the expansion of the industry to farmers
through a curtailment of their market for other agricultural goods
which may be exchanged for sugar in areas outside of continental
United States.

Mr. Borieau, Do I understand, then, that because it is necessary
to protect a domestic product by a tariff you consider it uneco-
nomie, unsound, to produce sugar In this country because we
must have a tariff in order to protect domestic production?

Mr. WeavER. It is expensive to the consumer,

Mr. BomLeau. It is expensive to the consumer, you say?

Mr, WeaveEr. It is expensive to the consumer, and the cost to the
consumer is far out of proportion, we think, to the benefits to the
producers.

Mr. BorLeau. Well, there are other commodities, including agri-
cultural commodities, that we must protect by a tariff, are there
not?

Mr. Weaver. There are many commodities which are protected
by the tariff, although, as we all know, most agricultural tariffs
are of doubtful benefit to the preducers.

Mr. BorLeau. Well, yes; but this is one where there certainly is
protection to the domestic producer, is there not?

Mr. WeAvER. Yes; but the costs are far out of proportion to the
benefits. I think the figures in the President’s message are ap-
proximately correct. That is to say, that virtually, that you are
guaranteeing an income, gross income, to producers of continen-
tal beets and cane of $60,000,000 and it costs £200,000,000 to the
consumers.

Mr. Boreavu. Do you want to say, then, as a general statement,
that those agricultural commodities that require a protective
tariff are necessarily economically not justified for production in
this country?

Mr, Weaver. Well, T would like to know what commodities you
have in mind. There might be some.

Mr. BomLeau. Well, for instance, there is a tariff that is rather
high on dairy produets. It Is necessary to have that tariff in
order to protect the domestle dairyman.

Mr. Weaver, I would rather not comment upon that particular
tariff. My impression is, as to most agricultural tariffs, that
they are of doubtful benefit to agriculture as a whole.

Mr, BorLeavu. 1 disagree with that, of course.

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania' [Mr. Rica].

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, we are now acting, as far as
the tariff is concerned in this country, under a nonpartisan
body, the Tariff Commission, which has the power of regu-
lating tariffs on imports to the extent of 50 percent of those
articles that already have a duty. As to any other com-
modities that are coming into this country, we can, by an act
of Congress, put a tariff on those commodities if the Mem-
bers of Congress see fit to do so. Is this not fair; is it not
just? Then why change a perfectly good, sound, sensible
law,

I am firmly convinced of the fact that the regulation of
these tariffs is a wise set-up for the benefit of this country.
It gives an opportunity to make such adjustments in the
tariff as the American people feel should be made, pro-
viding the Tariff Commission and the President of the
United States can be convinced that it is the right thing
to do.

We have heard discussed from the floor of the House the
fact that the tariff is for the benefit of the American manu-
facturer. We agree to that. We agree that it is not only
for the benefit of the American manufacturer, but also for
the benefit of American labor. It is of benefit to all people
in all walks of life in America. Not only do we benefit Amer-
ican labor but we benefit the American farmer. You Mem-
bers of Congress should realize that every product grown by
our American farmers has a tariff on it. On wheat there is a
tariff of 42 cents a bushel, on oats 16 cents a bushel, on
corn 25 cents a bushel, on cotton 7 cents a pound, on wool
34 cents a pound, on whole milk 6% cents a gallon, on but-
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ter 14 cents a pound, and all other farm commodities have
a tariff. Who would take them off of farm products?

Statements have gone out from Members of Congress that
we do not protect American agriculture. For the life of me
I cannot see why any Member of Congress should make such
a statement as that. It is certainly far from the facts and
the truth.

This bill calls for trade agreements to be executed by the
President of the United States. Is it possible that the Sen-
ate is going to pass such a bill as this and give up its rights,
inherent under the Constitution? 1Is it possible that we as
Members of Congress are going to pass over all rights we
have inherited under the Constitution to the President of
the United States?

It has been emphatically impressed upon my mind during
the past 10 days that one of two things should happen, '
either that the American Congress—that means the House
of Representatives and the Senate—should assert their rights
under the Constitution or they should go home. I am just
about sick and tired of the things we are doing here in Con-
gress—passing the buck to the President because we are
afraid to assume responsibility.

I have the highest regard and respect for the President of
the United States, but, Mr. Chairman, when we turn over to
him, and he in turn must turn over to various department
heads the authority which is delegated to him, because there
is no man under the heavens big enough to assume all the
obligations and duties we are trying to shirk and pass up to
the President just because we are not big enough and will not
stand up here and assume those responsibilities—I say it is
about time for us either to assume our responsibilities under
the Constitution or go home.

Should the Senate turn over to the President of the United
States its right to make treaties? Neither Washington, Jef-
ferson, Lincoln, McKinley, Cleveland, Wilson, nor Coolidge,
were they alive today, would be able to recognize the Con-
stitution of this couniry; it would be a matter of history to
them.

I think that today we are setting up what might well be
called the Soviet Union of the States of America under the
greatest dictator the world has ever known; and I predict
that in less than 2 years, unless Congress assumes its respon-
sibility, just that fate will befall this country and our Consti-
tution will not be recognizable. I say to you Senators: Wake
up! I say to you Representafives: Wake up! I say to the
American people: Wake up! Or something will befall this
country that none of us wants to see.

On last Thursday the gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr. DoveETON], the chairman of the committee, made the
following statement, as appears from the REcorp:

I am sure the President will not enter into any negotiations or
agreements whereby any industry of the United States will be
injured.

I say to the distinguished gentleman from North Carolina
and to the Members of the House that during the past
2 weeks the Joint Committee on Printing have been discuss-
ing the matter of contracts for paper for the Printing Office
for the next 3 months. When we came to the question of
newsprint, I asked the chairman why it was that Canadian
and foreign newsprint manufacturers were able to quote a
much lower price than American manufacturers. The state-
ment was made in reply that operating under the N.R.A.
our costs were increased; also, that foreign paper came in
free of duty. I asked why it would not be a good thing to
place a sufficient duty on newsprint that the American man-
ufacturers might operate under the N.R.A. and pay the
wages that the N.R.A. requires the manufacturers to pay. In
reply to this one of the Senators made the statement that
I raised an improper question at this time.

Mr. W. W. Pickard, who is in charge of the paper industry
under the N.R.A., made the statement before our com-
mittee that he had taken the matter up with the President
in discussing the guestion whether it would not be a good
thing to make some kind of an agreement with Canada
whereby they would raise the price of their newsprint paper
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so that American manufacturers might get some of the busi-
ness. He made the remark that the President of the United
States said, “ I hate to see a tree cut”; and that the news-
print industry had better go out of business.

To show you what the newsprint industry means to this
country I wrote the Department of Commerce asking for
the capital invested in this industry, the number of plants
engaged in it, and where they were located, and the number
of people employed. Their reply is dated March 22, 1934,
and I read it to you:

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE,
Washington, March 22, 1934.

Hon. Roeert F. RICH,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

My DEeAr Cowneressman: Your letter of March 17, addressed to
the Hon. Daniel C. Roper, Secretary of Commerce, has been
referred to this office for reply.

I am informed by the Forest Products Division that a total of
27 newsprint establishments were in operation in June 1933.
These mills have an aggregate capital of approximately $200,000,000.
In normal times, according to a report by the Association of News-
print Manufacturers, they gave employment to 9,000 factory
workers, but at the time the report was submitted this number
had declined to 6,560, while the companies’ pay rolls had shrunk
to 87,150,000,

Most newsprint mills are located in small towns. In the report
mentioned above only three of the mills were reported as located
in towns of more than 15,000 population, 11 were located in towns
of 5,000 to 15,000, and 13 in towns of less than 5,000. Lock-
wood’s Directory of the Allied Trades, published in 19832, and
which probably applied to operating conditions in 1831, or early
in 1932, listed a total of 31 establishments manufacturing news-
print. Of this total 10 were reported in the State of New York,
5 in Minnesota, 4 each in Washington and Maine, 3 in Wisconsin,
and 5 in other States. Enclosed you will find a table showing
production by States for the calendar year 1929, compiled by the
Bureau of the Census; also a table showing employment, pay
rolls, and annual average earnings for the year 1028, 1930, 1932,
and the first 6 months of 1933.

Trusting that this information will be of value to you, I am,

Very truly yours,
WiLLArp L. THorP, Director.

[Here the gavel fell.] :

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman
3 additional minutes.

Mr. RICH. May I say to the gentleman from Wisconsin
the President says that the newsprint industry in that part
of the country might just as well fold up.

In 1933 the number of employees were 6,560, the pay roll
$7,150,000, or an average annual pay roll of $1,090.

In 1932 the number of employees were 6,790, the pay roll
$7,850,000, and the average annual pay roll per worker
$1,155. In 1930 the number of employees were 8,340, the
pay roll $12,750,000, and the average annual pay roll per
worker $1,530. In 1928 the number of employees were 8,960,
pay roll $13,500,000, and the average annual pay roll per
worker $1,510.

The production by States is as follows: For New York,
in 1929, 235,072 tons: Maine, 560,626; Wisconsin, 103,458;
Minnesota, 121,563; Washington, 140,016; and all other
States, 248,434 tons. Besides the number of workers en-
gaged in these plants, it takes two or three times as many
workers, because of the industries in existence in those par-
ticular States, to keep them in operation. The men who
cut the wood, the farmers who sell paper wood, and many
other people. May I say also that Mr. W. W. Pickard, of
the N.R.A., who gave the Joint Committee on Prinfing in-
formation, stated that about 65 percent of the newsprint
came from Canada, 5 percent from abroad, and 30 percent
from America. Are we going to fold up 30 percent of the
newsprint industry in this country because we put into the
hands of the President of the United States this power? I
say no. I say it is time for us to stop such foolishness. It
is time for us to resume our authority as men and do what
we were sent here for. We do not want to pass our rights
over to someone in some department, not the President of
the United States, because he must depend on somebody
else for his information and guidance. I myself do not
like the way some of his advisers are directing affairs,
[Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]
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Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, T yield 5 minutes to'
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Swick].

Mr., SWICK. Mr. Chairman, the policies of the admin-
istration as carried out through the Secretary of Agricul-
ture in his efforts to relieve the farmer have always appeared
to me to be the wildest of theories. I have wondered
for scme time just what benefits, if any, the Pennsylvania
farmer was receiving from this program, and I am pleased
to submit herewith a statement of one of the outstanding
farmers in my district, Mr. John W. Cox, of Wilmington
Township, Lawrence County, Pa., carried in the New Castle
News, Friday, March 23, 1934,

It is encouraging to know that men and women on the
farm are rising to the point of demanding common sense
from those who administer the agricultural policies of the
Federal Government. Congress will do well to heed the
protests of practical farmers, who speak from years of ex-
perience, rather than those who theorize and do their farm-
ing at a mahogany desk.

There is much in this statement that we Members of Con-
gress can profit from. I commend it to you all and suggest
that we too adopt the same militant attitude. I might add
that Mr. Cox does not know that I am presenting his state-
ment to you; however, I feel certain he does not object if
his words of wisdom are passed on to Congress. I am proud
to number him among my constituents.

J. W. Cox WrrrEs MorE ABouT UNITED STATES Hoc Tax

I have received congratulations and favorable comments from so
many people on my newspaper article published on January 12 on
Hog Tax and Farm Rellef that I feel encouraged to make more
protests against the payment of this unjust and exorbitant tax.
I also feel encouraged to continue my efforts in behalf of the
Pennsylvania farmer.

Recently I received a letter from the revenue collector, which
reads as follows:

MarcH 13, 1934,
J. W. Cox,
Route 5, New Cuastle, Pa.:

You have been listed by this office as a processor of hogs under
the Agricultural Adjustment Act, which became effective as to that
commodity on November 25, 1933.

Our records fail to indicate any return as a processor of hogs
has been filed by you with this office. If you have slaughtered any
hogs for market since the effective date of this act, return should
ge made on P.T. Form 4 for each month any slaughtering was

one.

The rates of tax for the various months per hundred pounds live
welght are as follows:

November, 50 cents; December and January, $1; February, $1.50;
and beginning March 1, $2.25.

P.T. Forms 4 and 29 have been previously furnished you.

PRODUCERS

If you are a producer (that is, owner of the hog at the time of
farrowing), no return is required until your sales or exchanges of
pork products for the marketing year which began November 5,
1933, exceed 300 pounds, dressed weight.

In case your sales during the marketing year exceed 1,000 pounds
dressed pork, you thereby lost the credit of 300 pounds' exemption
and must include the 300 pounds for which exemption was taken
in your return for the month that your sales exceed 1,000 pounds
and pay on same.

If no processing has been done or if you are a producer and your
sales and exchanges of pork products have not exceeded 300
pounds, please so advise, using the enclosed envelop, without post-
age, for making such reply.

Davip L. LAWRENCE,
Collector of Internal Revenue.

This newspaper article is my reply to this letter.

In my former article I used the soft pedal, but it is out of order
now and I will use the medium one. I do not belleve that the
hog tax is constitutional. If the Government only took 4 or 5
pigs out of every 100, it would be a tax; but when they confiscate
from 20 to 35 out of every 100 it would constitute wholesale rob-
bery, and that never was favored by the Government until
recently, when they commenced to collect the hog tax.

You may think that I am Scotch. It is enough to make a
Scotchman ouf of a spendthrift to buy western feed, pay a high
freight rate, feed it into hogs, and then have the Government
confiscate 35 percent of them, without giving anything in return,
and hand it over to the western farmers.

The western farmers had their balmy days, when many of them
worked during the summertime and spent the winters in Florida
while the eastern farmers were working.

At the present time the tax is 21, cents per 100 pounds live
weight. The tax on a 400-pound hog would be §3. A 400-pound
hog will dress about 320 pounds. At 8 cents, the top market price
per pound dressed, it would bring $25.60. Tax, $9. Balance left




5460

after paying tax, $16.60. Tax 35 percent for a hog that cost
about £30 for feed and labor at 10 cents.per hour.

Mr. Reader, suppose that you had a herd of 100 nice fat hogs,
and some Government official would come around and drive 35
of them away; what would you think? You would probably want
to send for that Mercer County man.

A New Castle merchant told me that if he was a farmer he
would go to jall before he would pay any hog tax. I said I did
not think that it would be much disgrace to go to jail for that.
“No ", he said, “I think that it would be an honor.”

We have been accustomed to saving some hams to sell to our
customers in the summer, but we did not save any this winter,
except for our own use. We ground them into sausage and sold
it before the price got as high as it is now. When our customers
come around next summer and want to get one of those country-
cured, hickory-smoked hams, they will be disappointed.

Farmers, take courage. We have the sympathy of the profes-
sional and business men who, I think, will render financial aid
if necessary. We also have the consumers on our side.

Even the most ardent Democrat, if honest and intelligent, will
admit that the Agricultural Adjustment Act will work a hardship
on the eastern farmer. If he does not admit it, he automatically
puts himself into another class.

The administration leaders will tell us that the eastern farmers
will profit in the higher prices that they will receive for their pork
next year, but how can they profit if they do not have any for
egale? The eastern farmers are dependent on the West for much
of their feed; and the corn-reduction program, which is a detri-
ment to many of the eastern farmers, will force the price of grain
up to where the farmers cannot afiord to buy it and feed it into
pigs with the possibility of & high tax on the pork. Instead of
accepting some of the Government’s easy money to decrease his
crop acreage, he is going to be forced to increase his grain acreage
wherever possible or go short on feed.

The majority of the eastern farmers cannot share in the wheat-
reduction program, as they need all the straw that they can pro-
duce for bedding for their stock. The southern cotton growers
received $112,000,000 last year to destroy their cotton and are to
receive $125,000,000 in 1934 to reduce the acreage, $237,000,000.
That seems like an immense sum to hand to those cotton growers
so that they can sit around and enjoy themselves.

If we don't make a strong protest, we will be taxed on our cows,
calves, chickens, eggs, and everything that we produce. I am
opposed to the destruction of property and strikes such as the
western farmers pulled off, but they succeeded in inducing the
administration leaders to tax the eastern farmers and hand the
money over to them. Something must be done, and done soon, to
relieve this situation.

I quote from a bulletin issued by the Secretary of Agriculture,
hog regulations made by the Secretary of Agriculture with the
approval of the President under the Agricultural Adjustment Act.
I think that President Roosevelt is sincere in trying to be helpful
and on account of not being familiar with farm conditions is an
innocent party to this adjustment act. It is not too late to remedy
this situation and we are hoping that President Roosevelt will give
it consideration soon. He promised that if he made mistakes that
he would correct them.

Nearly all of the hog producers in this locality are hog processors
as there is very little demand for live hogs.

A farmer from a neighboring township came to see me a few
evenings ago to get some information regarding the hog tax. He
regretted that he had sent to the revenue office for information
and gave them possession of his name. He thinks that the only
farmers that they will collect from are the ones whose names
they now have.

They may create a lot of new jobs and put a man into every
county in the United States at a high salary to check on every
farmer who raised a hog and make him swear what he did with
every pound of the meat.

1 quote from the Pennsylvania Farmer the experience of a
Northampton County farmer: “I did not know to whom to pay
the tax and figure the exemption, so I wrote to our county agent.
He wrote me giving me what knowledge he had and referred me
to a collector for our county. I wrote him for blanks and in-
formation. None came. So I wrote to our Representative in
Washington who sent me bulletins and amendments thereto.
About 3 weeks later the collector came in person to me to ‘fix
up my tax.' I had my reports ready, but here is where the
Joker comes in. Because of ignorance of the law in this case I
owed a penalty besides of 25 percent for November and December,
by the time that I knew what and where and who and how.
Another pleasant surprise because I could not get around to the
right party in time who wanted my dollars.”

It isn't high time—the time is just about past doing any good for
us eastern farmers to wake up and plan our course or else we take
the course of least resistance. The more we think over this sud-
den overproduction scare the more it seems nothing more than
an excuse to tax everything we buy or sell to the limit of our
endurance, and yet our public-school history teaches us to honor
the noble heroes of pioneer days when they staged the Boston
Tea Party.

This farmer surely has a grievance, and he expresses it in a mild
way. Our administration leaders tell us that the way to bring
back prosperity is to relieve the farmer and increase his pur-
chasing power.

If one listens to the talks over the radio by the Government of-
ficials, it sounds rosy; but if you want to learn the true situation,
ask some farmer.
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I do not want to be so pessimistic, but I am driven fo it. While
I am in the proper mood I want to take a whack at our Pennsyl-
vania State Legislature. While the taxpayers have been demand-
ing economy they have continued squandering the State's money.
At one of the recent sessions a bill was passed creating a milk-
control board, consisting of three members, with an annual salary
of 86,000 each. Total, $18,000 for salaries, and $100,000 for oper-
atlng expenses. All legislative members who voted for that bill
should be left at home the next session. Taxpayers, wake up.
Talk will not get you very far. Get into action and do something.
Comments on this letter, both favorable and unfavorable, will be
appreciated. If the necessity exists and I get sufiicient encourage-
ment, I will write again, using the hard pedal.

JoEN W. Cox,
Wilmington Township, Lawrence County.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr, Chairman, I move that the Com-
mittee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and the Speaker having
resumed the chair, Mr. ParsoNns, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported
that that Committee, having had under consideration the
bill (H.R. 8687) to amend the Tariff Act of 1930, had come to
no resolution thereon.

HOUSE RESOLUTION 236

Mr. PETTENGILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to extend my remarks in the REcorp. .

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. PETTENGILL. Mr. Speaker, for a number of years
I have been one of the board of trustees of a Negro com-
munity cenfer in my home city known as “ Hering House.”
I drew the deed of trust whereby a generous and public-
spirited woman conveyed property worth many thousands
of dollars to this board for the use of the colored citizens
of South Bend. It serves the several purposes of a YM.C.A.,
YW.CA., and a community center. It works in closest
cooperation with the white Y.M.C.A. and with the other
social, religious, relief, and employment agencies of the city.
It has been a creator of character. It has promoted har-
mony and understanding among all classes in our com-
munity.

No one who has given his time and means to its support
has ever regretted it. I doubt if any dollar dedicated to
character building and citizenship goes farther than it does
there. My work on that board has been one of the things in
my life in which I have the greatest satisfaction.

It was natural, therefore, that I listened with sympathetic
interest to the speech made the other day by the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. DE Priest]. I wish to commend him for
his temperate and restrained remarks. He touched a high
note when he said:

I have repudiated communism everywhere.

What he said confirms my own experience with the Nezro
race. They have been and are and will remain as loyal to
the flag as any group in this country.

I think Mr. DE Priest’s resolution should be adopted by
the unanimous vote of the House. It does not attempt to
prejudge or solve in advance any issue that is involved. It
simply asks for an investigation by a committee of this
House of a policy that was first established some 12 years
ago and has since prevailed during three Republican and the
present Democratic administration. It is not a partisan or
political question.

Let the House, representing every congressional district in
the Nation, appoint a fair-minded committee to work out a
solution of this question that will promote good feeling
among all classes of our citizens.

WHO DEFEATED THE ST, LAWRENCE WATERWAY TREATY?

Mr. PEAVEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the REcoRD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. PEAVEY. Mr. Speaker, every daily newspaper in Wis-
consin is lamenting the defeat of the St. Lawrence Waterway
Treaty, yet not a single editor mentions the prime cause of
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the 46 to 42 vote in the Senate, with a two-thirds vote neces-
sary to adopt the treaty.

During the past 15 years Wisconsin and other North-
western States have paid nearly a half million dollars to
the St. Lawrence Tidewater Association or Charles P. Craig
on the assumption that Craiz and his association were
pushing the waterway. Wisconsin alone has contributed
more than $50,000.

This association’s public record shows:

First. That it has never been militantly for the waterway.

Second. That it has always been indifferent and half-
hearted in its support but militant in arousing opposition
to the waterway.

Third. Until the treaty was actually introduced in the
Senate the State of Illinois paid Craig’s association thou-
sands of dollars annually, and Illinois along with the rail-
road owners in New York has led the opposition to the
waterway.

Fourth. The association wants a waterway on paper for
political purposes, and their own acts and official record
over the last 15 years proves they have never served any
other purpose.

I contend the association never secured a single one of
those 46 affirmative votes while its lukewarm lip service in-
terspersed with enemy trades of dealing with the opposition
doubtless contributed at least one half of those who cast the
42 votes against the treaty.

The association was deaf and dumb during the days
preceding the vote. Then came defeat and immediately
the association launches a campaign for a revised treaty to
please the Illinois and other opponents of the waterway. On
the strength of this new betrayal the association hopes to
perpetuate itself in office and cash incomes. The people of
the Northwestern States will continue to pay.

For 15 years the cause of theSt. Lawrence waterway has
been in the hands of its enemies and Wisconsin newspaper-
dom laments the effect and continues to ignore the cause.
All of which causes this writer to join the Biblical character,
Job, in the lament, “ How long, O Lord, how long.”

The St. Lawrence Tidewater Association lent its services
to the Hoover campaign in 1928 and again in 1932. Early
in 1928 I introduced a resolution urging immediate action
on the St. Lawrence waterway and immediately Frank B.
Kellogg, then Secretary of State, called me to his office and
asked me not to press my resolution. He showed me the
confidential draft of a treaty with Canada and said that
arrangements had been about completed looking to the nom-
ination of Hoover and his election would insure the building
of the waterway. Kellogg and Craig both told Members of
Congress and the people of the Northwest to elect Hoover
and we would get the waterway.

In 1928 the people did elect Hoover. He was President for
4 years and never even brought the treaty up for ratification.
He betrayed the people of the Northwest who voted for him
on that issue. The Tidewater Association betrayed them
because never once during those 4 years Hoover was in office
did Mr. Craig’s association ever complain or insist that
action on the treaty be had. Not once during those 4 years
or since has Mr. Craig’s association done a single act offen-
sive to the Morgan-controlled railroad interests in New York
or the power interests who own and operate the Chicago
Drainage Canal.

Not a single opponent of the waterway has ever charged
or expressed any resentment against Mr. Craig or the asso-
ciation because of their activities in behalf of the water-
way.

Think of it! This association was paid over $500,000 in
public cash, no accounting, no expense vouchers, no real
records, over & period of 15 years, and they did not do enough
for the waterway to incure the ire or even displeasure of a
single opponent.

The people of Wisconsin and the Northwestern States
want a waterway on the water to lower their cost of trans-
portation on everything they sell and almost everything they
buy. We want the waterway to restore water transporta-
ti&n&:‘he one natural resource belonging to the Great Lakes
8

RECORD—HOUSE 5461

You will never get it with a milk-and-water organiza-
tion representing us, like the St. Lawrence Tidewater Asso=
ciation want a waterway on paper for political purposes
and to preserve their soft and extremely lucrative jobs.

If it had not been for President Roosevelt’s support of the
treaty, the waterway would never have had a chance of pas-
sage in the Senate. Everyone knows that. Yet the asso-
ciation under Mr. Craizg was an active partisan supporter
of Mr. Hoover in the last campaign and Hoover’s backers
were the Morgan-Mellon crowd who are fighting the water-
way.

Once again I join Job in his deep and earnest lament,
“ How long, O Lord, how long.”

INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATION BILL, 1935

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
for the present consideration of a resolution, which I send
to the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

House Resolution 315

Resolved, That notwithstanding the adjournment of the House,
the Speaker be, and he is hereby, authorized to sign enrolled bill
of the House H.R. 6663, the independent offices appropriation bill,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Virginia?

There was no objection.

The resolution was agreed to.

STATE, JUSTICE, COMMERCE, AND LABOR DEPARTMENTS APFPROPRIA-
TION BILL, 1935

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Mr, Speaker, I call up a con-
ference report on the bill (H.R. 7513) making appropriations
for the Departments of State and Justice and for the judi-
ciary, and for the Departments of Commerce and Labor, for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1935, and for other purposes.

Mr. CONNERY. Will the gentleman withhold his unani-
mous-consent request for the present?

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Yes.

Mr. CONNERY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent at
this point to insert in the REcorp the following tribute from
various sections of the country other than his own, which
they have recently paid to Representative Wirriam B. OLIVER
on the anniversary of 20 years’ service as a Member of the
House from the State of Alabama.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. CONNERY. Everyone knows of the high esteem and
respect in which the people of the State of Alabama hold
the Honorable Wirriam B. Oriver. The following tributes
from secfions of the country other than his own have re-
cently been paid to Representative Wiriam B. OLiveEr, of
Alabama, on the anniversary of his 20 years of service as a
Member of the House from Alabama:

Secretary of State Cordell Hull:

“The completion of 20 consecutive years of service in the
House of Representatives is an event which calls for congratula-
tions from the friends of the Member who has achieved so long a
record. The congratulations, however, which I am offering to my
friend, WinrLiam Bacow OLiver, on this occasion are not so much
based on the length of his service, impressive though it is, as upon
the scrupulous, conscientious, and able manner in which he has
discharged the responsibilities intrusted to him.

“ During my period of service in the House of Representatives
it was my pleasure to know him as a colleague and as a friend. I
had occasion then to become familiar with the high-minded man-
ner in which he represented his district and with the wisdom
which he brought to bear upon our national problems.

“I am therefore happy to pay tribute to this prominent citizen
of Alabama and leader In our National Congress, and to offer to
him and to the people of his State my congratulations at this
milestone in a record which we hope will reach far into the future.”

In a letter addressed to Congressman OLIVER by Attorney Gen-
eral Cummings he said:

“The records disclose that you have served the people of the
Sixth Congressional District of Alabama in the House of Repre-
sentatives for 20 years,

“It is, of course, common knowledge that your distinguished
service has not been confined to your constituency. As the head
of the Department of Justice, whose officers have been in intimate
contact with you for many years, permit me to express my appre-
ciation for your sympathetic cooperation and constant Interest in
‘the welfare and efficiency of this Department. Law enforcement in
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the United States owes much to your earnest and sincere work
and he!pful suggestions.

“1 congratulate you upon the results of your long service.
I congratulate the people of your district for their wisdom in
retaining you in their and the country’s service.”

Secretary of the Navy Claude Swanson:

“1 have known the ability and courage of my old friend from
Alabama since my days in the United States Senate. I have
always known the responsible position he has held as a leader in
the party and in the House since the very first days he entered
Congress two decades ago. He has shown the qualities of states-
manship that I am always proud to see in Members from the
South. Always interested in the welfare of his State and his sec-
tion, he has always shown that broad-minded nationalism which
truly indicates a great American. We are all proud of him.”

Secretary of Commerce Daniel C. Roper:

“I believe he is now rounding out two decades of service in
the House of Representatives, It has been my pleasure to observe
him intimately these 20 years, and I want to congratulate him on
the splendid record which he has made during this time.

*“Many men serve effectively and conscientiously for their dis-
tricts, but few men serve their districts and the entire country
as effectively, The former is a good Congressman; the latter is
a statesman. These critical times emphasize the importance to
the country of the breadth of service which comprehends our
entire country. As a friend and as an American cltizen I take
pride in his record and in his conscientious and able service on
the Appropriations Committee. I hope that he will be able to
render many more years of such service, and I trust that many
years of service lie before him."

Becretary of Labor Frances Perkins:

“ Congratulations to Representative OrLivEr in his 20 years of
loyal and devoted service in his district, State, and Nation. It has
been marked by courage, intelligence, and vision in the perform-
ance of tasks performed in the interests of all of the people of
the Republic. During the past year it has been a source of grati-
fication and pleasure to know him.”

Speaker of the House of tatives HEnry T. RAINEY:

“As a member of the Appropriations Committee of the House he
has handled the bills committed to his care with a wisdom and a
thoroughness that has saved thousands of dollars to the taxpayers
and to the Treasury. In the momentous days of the past year he
has not only given loyal and devoted support to President Roose-
velt but he has been a valiant champion of the new-deal program.

“In felicitating him on his twentieth anniversary of service in
the House of Representatives I do so in the belief that he is now
at the point of his greatest service to his constituents and to the
coun 1 am confident that my appreciation of him and his
services is shared by all of the Members of the House of Repre-
sentatives, irrespective of party lines, and that his very high
standing in the Congress must be a source of gratification to his
constituents.”

Senator JosErH RoBINSON, of Arkansas, Democratic floor leader:

“There i1s no better-liked Member of the House than Repre-
sentative Orxver. There is no leader so responsive to a call from
his leader at the White House. During the many years I have
known him he has been an effective public servant to his district
and State. He has always exhibited those qualities of statesman-
ship which have marked our most noted Members of either body
of Congress."

. Iéepresentattve Josepr BYmNS, of Tennessee, Democratic floor
eader:

“No man in the House has rendered more devoted and faithful
life service to his district, State, and Nation than Buck Orives,
who has just completed 20 years of service in the House. I served
with him for many years on the Appropriations Committee. I
know that his influence is felt in all of our legislative deliberations.
In addition to that, he is one of the most influential and popular
Members of the House. The people of his district are to be con-
gratulated on their representation here.”

Senator McEK=sLLAR, of Tennessee:

“1 have known Representative Oriver since our days in the
University of Alabama and he has always been one of my closest
friends. I wish to join with others in congratulating him on his
long service as a Member of the House. I know that he has de-
voted his life to the service of his district and State, and it is
gratifying to know that this service has been recognized by his
fellow Alabamans. He has shown those qualities of statesmanship
which have marked the greatest fizures in our national history.”

Representative SyeLL, of New York, Republican floor leader:

“Although on the opposite side of the aisle, I have always ad-
mired the ability and courage with which Representative OLIVER
has handled his appropriation bills, whether in the majority or in
the minority. He has always been eminently fair to Members on
both sides. This has enabled him to do much effective work for
his party. I admire his statesmanlike qualities.”

Representative BucHANAN, of Texas, Chairman of the Appro-
priations Committee:

“ Representative OLIVER has been one of the most valuable mem-
bers of my committee. He has helped save his country millions
of dollars each year. To him has been entrusted some of the most
important appropriation bills, including those for the Navy and
other large Federal departments. He Is an expert in fiscal matters
and his judgment Is trusted by me and every other member of
our committee.”

Mrs. GREENWAY, Representative from Arizona:

“Some people are truly what the rest of us would like to be,
and Congressman OLIVER is an example. He possesses self-restraint
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that bespeaks wisdom and strength, modesty that evidences the
habit of power, and a presence that all unconsciously revives and
sustains one's faith in the ideal of public service. To hear his
least comment is to recognize a statesman.”

Representative ConnNERY, Chairman of the Labor Committee,
Massachusetts:

“ Representative OrivEr is one of my close personal friends. I
have always admired him as one of our finest Members; courteous,
kindly, able, and courageous. In those matters in which I have
been particularly interested Mr. Oriver has always exhibited the
keenest and most sympathetic interest. He has the courage of
his convictions and always votes as he believes is in the best
interest of his country. No Member of the House enjoys in larger
degree the respect and confidence of his colleagues than Mr.
Orwver, on both sides of the alsle. In presenting important
appropriation bills assigned to him he is always informative and
his remarks carry conviction. I may say he is one of the most
indispensable Members of the House.”

Representative Taezr, of New York, member of the Appropria-
tions Committee:

“For 12 years Representative Oriver and I have been on the
committee together. During that time he and I have been close
personal friends. There 15 no man who gives more of himself to
the public service than he does. I am delighted to congratulate
him on his 20 years as a Member of the House.”

Representative Coorer of Ohio, Republican member of Interstate
Commerce Committee:

“ Congressman OLIVER has been in Congress as long as I have,
He has been a worthy foe on the other side of the aisle. We have
always seen eye to eye on labor problems. He has always been a
friend of organized labor and the workingman. I congratulate
him on his long service.”

Representative PaTmaw, of Texas:

“I think Congressman OLIVER is one of the most sincere and
able men in the House. He has as many friends as any other
Member of the Houss. I think this is particularly important in
view of the fact that as a Congressman he has two constituencies—
one his district and one the House. A Representative cannot work
as effectively for his district unless he is popular in his House dis-
trict. I have been most impressed with the efficient and coura-
geous manner with which Mr, OLivER has been able to handle the
important bills assigned to him on the ficor.”

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
revise and extend my remarks by including a certain por-
tion of the hearings before the Commiftee on Agriculture
on the sugar bill in order to give the information requested
by the gentleman from Kentucky,

The SPEAEER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Wisconsin?

There was no obhjection.

STATE, JUSTICE, COMMERCE, AND LABOR DEPARTMENTS APPROPRIA-
. TION BILL, 1835

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the conference
report.

The Clerk read the conference report.

The conference report and statement are as follows:

CONFERENCE REFORT

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the
bill (HR. 7513; Rept. 1050) “ making appropriations for
the Departments of State and Justice and for the judiciary,
and for the Departments of Commerce and Labor, for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1935, and for other purposes”,
having met, after full and free conference, have agreed fo
recommend and do recommend to their respective Houses as
follows:

That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered
7.9, 17, 20, 28, 33, 35, and 36.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the
amendments of the Senate numbered 2, 3, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14,
16, 18, 22, 23, 25, 26, 27, 29, 30, 31, 32, 34, 37, 39, 42, and 43,
and agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 4: That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 4,
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows:
Restore the matter stricken out by said amendment,
amended to read as follows: “ Provided further, That no
part of this appropriation shall be used for allowances for
living quarters, including heat, fuel, and light in an amount
exceeding $3,000 for an ambassador or a minister, and not
exceeding $1,700 for any other Foreign Service officer:”;
and the Senate agree to the same,
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Amendment numbered 6: That the House recede from ifs
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered
6, and agree to the same with an amendment as follows:
At the end of the matter inserted by said amendment, insert
the following: “: Provided jfurther, That no part of the
appropriation made herein shall be expended for the pur-
chase of old buildings ””; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 15: That the House recede from
its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered
15, and agree to the same with an amendment as follows:
Restore the matter stricken out by said amendment,
amended to read as follows: “and not to exceed $1,700 for
any one person,”; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 24: That the House recede from
its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered
24, and agree to the same with an amendment as follows:
Restore the matter stricken out by said amendment,
amended to read as follows: *“: Provided, That the maxi-
mum allowance to any officer shall not exceed $1,700";
and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 38: That the House recede from
its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered
38, and agree to the same with an amendment as follows:
Restore the matter siricken out by said amendment,
amended to read as follows: “, not to exceed $1,700 for any
person ”’; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 40: That the House recede from
its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered
40, and agree to the same with an amendment as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed insert “ $165,000”; and the
Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 41: That the House recede from
its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered
41, and agree to the same with an amendment as follows:
In lieu of the matter inserted by said amendment insert the
following: “ $3,700,000, of which not less than $200,000 shall
be expended for veterans’ placement service and ”; and the
Senate agree to the same,

The committee of conference report in disagreement
amendments numbered 1, 5, 8, 19, and 21.

Wirriam B. OLIVER,
ANTHONY J. GRIFFIN,
Cr1FrorD A. WOODRUM,
RoBERT L. BACON,
FrLorence P. KanN,
Managers on the part of the House.
EENNETH MCEKELLAR,
Ricrarp B. RusseLL, Jr.,
GeraLp P. NYE,
Key PITTMAN,
Managers on the part of the Senate,

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at the conference
on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 7513) making appro-
priations for the Departments of State and Justice and for
the judiciary, and for the Departments of Commerce and
Labor, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1935, and for other
purposes, submit the following statement in explanation of
the effect of the action agreed upon and recommended in
the accompanying report as to each of such amendments,
namely:

BTATE DEPARTMENT

On amendment no. 2: Allows $1,454,000 for livmg quarters
allowances of Foreign Service officers, as provided by the
Senate, instead of $500,000, as appropriated by the House.

On amendment no. 3: Allows $2,225,955 for allowances for
rent, heat, fuel, and light allowances in the Foreign Service,
State Department, as provided by the Senate, instead of
$1,271,955, as provided by the House, and makes $238,000
immediately available.

On amendment no. 4: Places a limitation on rent, heat,
fuel, and light allowances to prohibit use of the appropria-
tion to pay ambassadors or ministers more than $3,000 each
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annually and Foreign Service officers more than $1,700 each
per annum.

On amendment no. 6: Agree to the Senate amendment
appropriating $1,165,000 for Foreign Service buildings, with
an amendment prohibiting the use of the appropriation for
the purchase of old buildings.

On amendment no. 7: Restores the limitation proposed by
the House on the appropriation for rescue, relief, and pro=
tection of American seamen preventing use of the appropria=
tion to pay steamship owners or operators for transporting
shipwrecked seamen if the last previous service of the sea-
man was on a vessel of such owner or operator and was not
terminated by desertion.

On amendment no. 9: Appropriates $54,200 for technical
investigations under the International Joint Commission, as
proposed by the House, instead of $74,200, as proposed by the
Senate.

JUSTICE DEPARTMENT

On amendment no. 10: Grants an appropriation of
$1,216,500 for salaries in the office of the Attorney General,
as proposed by the Senate, instead of $1,044,230, as pro-
vided by the House.

On amendment no. 11: Makes an appropriation of $10,130,
as proposed by the Senate, for purchase of books, Depart-
ment of Justice, instead of $8,500, as provided by the House.

On amendment no. 12: Makes an appropriation of $86,000,
as proposed by the Senate, for contingent expenses, Depart-
ment of Justice, instead of $85,000, as proposed by the House.

On amendment no. 13: Makes an appropriation of $282,-
000, as proposed by the Senate, for printing and binding,
Department of Justice, instead of $275,000, as proposed by
the House.

On amendment no. 14: Appropriates $37,000 for traveling
and miscellaneous expenses, as proposed by the Senate, in-
stead of $25,000, as provided by the House.

On amendment no. 15: Amends the Senate amendment in
striking out the limitation on heat, light, fuel, and rent
allowances for employees of the United States Court for
China by increasing the limitation to not to exceed $1,700
to any one person.

On amendment no. 16: Corrects a typographical error in
transformation of a line in the bill,

On no. 17: Appropriates $2,344 580 for salaries and exe-
penses of district attorneys, as proposed by the House, in-
stead of $2,494,580, as provided by the Senate.

On no. 18: Makes $50,000 of the appropriation for sal-
aries and expenses of special attorneys immediately avail-
able as proposed by the Senate.

On no. 20: Strikes out the amendment inserted by the
Senate placing certain limitations upon the use of the prison
industries working capital fund.

COMMERCE DEPARTMENT

On no. 22: Appropriates $40,000 for expenses of the Fed-
eral Employment Stabilization Board, as proposed by the
Senate, instead of $30,000, as provided by the House.

On no. 23: Increases the amount expendable for personal
services in Washington by the Federal Employment Stabil
ization Board by $10,000, as proposed by the Senate, con-
sistent with action taken on amendment no. 22.

On no. 24: Amends the Senate amendment striking out
the limitation on heat, light, fuel, and rent allowances for
officers in the Foreign Commerce Service of the Bureau of
Foreign and Domestic Commerce by increasing the limita-
tion to not to exceed $1,700 to any one officer.

On no. 25: Corrects an error in spelling of 2 word as
proposed by the Senate.

On no. 26; Inserts the appropriation of $57,125 for sal«
aries and expenses under the appropriation heading “ Fish-
ery industries ”, Department of Commerce, as proposed by
the Senate, instead of $58,840, as proposed by the House.

On no. 27: Restores the paragraph of appropriation for
enforcement of the black bass law, Department of Com-
merce, as proposed by the Senate.

On no. 28: Strikes out the amendment proposed by the
Senate for the survey of fishes in the State of Mississippi.
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On no. 29: Appropriates $30,000 as provided by the Sen-
ate for purchase of books, Patent Office, instead of $25,000,
as proposed by the House.

On no. 30: Corrects a code title reference.

On no. 31: Corrects an omission of a word.

On no. 32: Corrects spelling of a word.

On no. 33: Sfrikes out the limitation inserted by the Sen-
ate prohibiting use of funds appropriated for the Shipping
Board for maintenance of a sea-service bureau.

On no. 34: Corrects an omission of a word.

LABOR DEPARTMENT

On no. 35: Appropriates $53,000 as proposed by the House
for contingent expenses, Department of Labor, instead of
$57,100, as provided by the Senate.

On no. 36: Strikes out the limitation on salaries of com-
missioners of conciliation proposed by the Senate.

On no. 37: Allows $22,600 of the appropriation for the
Immigration and Naturalization Service to be used for liv-
ing-quarters allowances, as proposed by the Senate, instead
of $7,000, as provided by the House.

On no. 38: Amends the Senate amendment in striking out
the limitation on heat, light, rent, and fuel allowances for
employees of the Immigration and Naturalization Service
stationed abroad, by increasing the limitation to mnot to
exceed $1,700 for any one person.

On no. 39: Appropriates $3,700,000, as proposed by the
Senate, for the United States Employment Service, instead
of £1,590,000, as provided by the House,

- On no. 40: Amends the Senate amendment increasing the
amount available by the United States Employment Service
for personal services in the District of Columbia from
$135,000 to $190,000 by making the figure $165,000.

On no. 41: Amends the Senate amendment by providing
that $200,000 of the appropriation for the United States
Employment Service shall be expended for veterans’ place-
ment service.

On no. 42: Authorizes not more than $3,000,000 to be
apportioned to the States under the Wagner-Peyser Act by
the United States Employment Service, as agreed to by the
Senate, instead of $1,125,000, as agreed to by the House.

On no. 43: Inserts the amendment proposed by the Senate
preventing the use of any appropriation in the act to pay
any person for the filling of any position for which he or
she has been nominated after the Senate has voted not to
approve of such nomination.

Wirriam B. OLIVER,

ANTHONY J. GRIFFIN,

C. W. WoobrumM,

RoserT L. BAcoN,

FrLorenceE P, EAHN,
Managers on the part of the House.

Mr, SNELL. Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, OLIVER of Alabama. Yes.

Mr. SNELL. So far as I know, there is no opposition on
this side to the conference report, but the gentleman from
New York [Mr. FisH] and the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
BrirTeN] would like a few minutes on the conference
report.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I may say to the gentleman
from New York that the senior minority member of the sub-
committee [Mr. Bacon] was called away on account of a
death in his family. He told me that he was in hearty
concurrence with the conference report.

Mr. SNELL. He so advised me.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes
to the gentleman from New York [Mr. Fisu].

Mr., FISH. Mr. Speaker, at the outset of my remarks,
I want to commend the distinguished services of our col-
league, WrnLiam B. OLivErR, who has now served in this
House for 20 years. He is even known up in the wicked
North, in my district, where he has a friend in Col. James E.
Dedman, who is in charge of the Castle Point Hospital, and
every time I see him he wants to know how his old friend,
Buck OLIvER, is. Belonging to the other party, I am glad
to state, without fear of contradiction, that Representative
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Oriver is an outstanding leader of his party and typifles
in the House, from long training and experience, what a
Member with such seniority should be. He has the ability,
industry, and knowledge to legislate properly and intelli-
gently; and as a ranking Republican member of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs, I want to commend him for his
knowledge of foreign affairs upon the Appropriations Com-
mittee and congratulate him on the way he has handled
such appropriations in his committee. [Applause.] I know
full well that all Members of the House on this side join with
me in hoping he will be here for another 20 years. [Ap-
plause.]

I wish to say a few words about that part of this confer-
ence report which calls for an appropriation of $1,100,000
for an embassy at Moscow.

About 4 months ago, when the President suddenly de-
termined on recognizing Soviet Russia, the members of the
“brain trust ” who were most active in trying to show pref-
erence to Russia, told the American people that we would do
a billion dollars’ worth of trade if we merely recognized the
Soviet Government and that it would buy hundreds of
millions of dollars’ worth of cotton from us.

I take this occasion to point out that last year, or in
1933, we only did $8,717,000 worth of export trade with
Russia, and in 1932 our exports amounted to $12,466,000,
and yet we are providing an embassy over there that will
cost probably $1,200,000 before we are through, or one
seventh of the amount of our export trade. We exported
to Germany about $139,000,000 worth of our goods in 1533,
and we have no embassy building there,

I am not opposing this appropriation. So long as we
have recognized Soviet Russia, we should have an embassy,
and we should have a dignified embassy, but I am pointing
out that if we are going to build an embassy in Moscow we
at least should build one in Berlin and one in Rome. Over
100 American citizens will go to Berlin and Rome for every
one that goes to Moscow; and so far as trade is concerned,
our irade with both of the other countries is at least 10
times as much as it is with Russia.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FISH. Yes.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I recognize the importance of
our trade with both of the countries to which the gentleman
has referred. I think a mistake was made by the Foreign
Building Commission in the purchase of old buildings in
Berlin and also in Rome. The gentleman from New York
will recall that we now own a building in Rome and one in
Berlin, the one in Berlin cost about $1,750,000, and the one
in Rome about $1,250,000. We had hoped that one of the
buildings in Rome could be transformed into a residence,
but later we found this to be impracticable. I feel the pur-
chase was a mistake and for that reason we inserted in this
bill a proviso that no part of this money should be used for
the purchase of old buildings.

Mr. FISH. After we have passed this legislation and pro-
vide this money for building an American Embassy building
in Moscow, I hope the gentleman will help to provide suf-
ficient funds to build one in Berlin and one in Rome.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gen-
tleman 2 additional minutes, and I may say to the gentleman
that we do own a building in Berlin which cost $1,750,000.

Mr, FISH. That building burned down.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. No.

Mr. FISH. It was gutted by a fire and is not being used.

We do not own the ground at Moscow; we take it on a
99-year lease, and therefore we do not control the land.
It is located 22 miles out of the center of Moscow. How
American citizens are going to get there, I do not know.
There are no taxicabs. It is out of the center of the city
where the hotels are located and where business will be
done. You might as well build an embassy in Chevy Chase
as to build this where we are building it.

It is a beautiful location in a park on the Moscow River
and will make a beautiful residence for the Ambassador,
but as far as the American citizens are concerned, I do not
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know how they are going to get there unless we establish
a fleet of taxicabs.

I made a few remarks the other day in which I said I
had come to the conclusion that Mr. William C. Bullitt, our
Ambassador, was a pretty smart man, that he knew a good
deal about Russia and might be smart enough to be able
to take care of himself. Only yesterday, however, I read in
a newspaper that our new Ambassador at Moscow for whom
we are providing this palatial residence, is about to enter
into an agreement with high Soviet officials in an effort to
have the United States and Soviet Russia enter into the
League of Nations together. That is the report in the
newspaper. I hope we are not paying an American Ambas-
sador to go to Moscow in order to get us into the League of
Nations with Soviet Russia. I believe in keeping out of
entangling alliances, and in not getting into any agreement
with Soviet Russia or any other foreign nation for the pur-
pose of entering the League of Nations. [Applause.]

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, in view of the
very gracious remarks of my good friend, the gentleman
from New York, it is difficult for me just now to disagree
with him about anything. [Laughter.]

I may say that the President of the United States from
newspaper statements is mot at this time in favor of our
entering the League of Nations. [Applause.] I will say to
the gentleman that the cost of the Embassy in Moscow is
to be less than the cost of the Embassy in Tokyo, and it is
thought that the Embassy they have planned in Moscow
will be far more complete. It is a beautiful location, as
reported to the committee, and the committee seemed to be
in full agreement as to the suitability of the site.

The President sent a very strong letter to both the House
and the Senate in favor of this program. If involves a 99-
year lease at a nominal yearly payment of $2,000, which is
less than one half of 1 percent of the actual value of
the land, the conferees were informed.

I now yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
BRITTEN].

Mr. BRITTEN. Mr. Speaker, before I address myself to
the conference report, I would like to take this opportunity
to say something about my good friend Buck in addition
to what my colleague from New York has just said.

The gentleman from Alabama knows a lot about foreign
affairs, but I want to say that he knows more about naval
affairs than he does about foreign affairs. He is highly
regarded for the work he has done on the Naval Affairs
Legislative Committee as well as on the Appropriations
Committee during his 20 years in Congress. While we all
love you, Buck, some of us had an idea that you might want
to go to the Senate some day from your State, so I hope you
will not stay here for another 20 years, because you will
then be too old to go to the Senate. Your constituents
do themselves proud when they reelect you from time to
time.

I rose to call attention to one or two items in the con-
ference report. There appears to be a million dollars ad-
ditional in the first item, amendment numbered 2, and an-
other million in amendment numbered 3. They are very
much alike, one applying to living-quarters allowances,
amendment numbered 2, and the other applying to allow-
ances for rent and heat, and so forth. They are very much
alike, yet there is a million dollars added in each of these
instances. How does that come about?

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. While the gentleman is correct
in stating that there is an increase—to be exact, $954,000—
in both amendment no. 2 and amendment no. 3, amendment
no. 2 merely increases the amount of the limitation by that
sum while amendment no. 3 actually increases the appro-
priation.

Mr. BRITTEN. Why was it necessary to increase the
House appropriation $1,000,000 in each instance?

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. The appropriation was in-
creased only to the extent of $954,000, as indicated by amend-
ment no. 3. The House appropriation carried a very limited
amount for that purpose, and the State Department, with
the approval of the Budget, recommended that additional
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sum on account of the unusual conditions now prevailing
abroad in many countries. We have put the same limitation
on the amount that may be expended that has been carried
in former years, and the whole matter will be very carefully
watched, with a view to seeing that no excessive allowances
are made to any Ambassador, Foreign Service officers, or
clerks.

Mr. BRITTEN. By the usual allowances the gentleman
means the $3,000 in one instance and the $1,700 in the other
for the Foreign Service officer?

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama., Yes; the amounts you mention
are the maximum limits.

Mr. BRITTEN. Is any of this amount made necessary
by the exchange situation in the past year because we
have gone off the gold standard?

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. That may enter into it, but
this appropriation will be taken into account in any sums
hereafter submitted for deficiency appropriations to cover
the exchange situation the gentleman refers to.

Mr. BRITTEN. I listened with considerable interest to
the gentleman from New York [Mr. Fisu] in what I will not
call his opposition to the $1,165,000 appropriation for a new
building in Moscow, and I think that when we aim to appro-
priate $1,000,000 for an embassy or an embassy residence
in a country like Russia, where the location of the capital is
always in doubt, that we should be very careful. The capi-
tal has changed several fimes. We have had one experience
in Turkey in that respect, where we had a very beautiful
legation building at Constantinople, and when the Govern-
ment became weak they just moved the capital 1,000 miles
or more to the east. China has done the same. I have been
in Russia during recent years, and my impression is that
there is danger in erecting any million-dollar building in
Moscow because of the instability of the Government itself.

Gentlemen may say that the Government has been going
on for 8 or 9 years, and that it is not unstable, but the
capital of Russia was at one time in Peterhoff, named after
Peter the Great. It was then moved from there to St.
Petersburg, and that still was named after Peter the Great.
The name of St. Petersburg was then changed to Lenin-
grad, and it stayed there for a while, and finally was moved
to Moscow. My impression is that the logical place for the
capital is not Moscow but the place where the capital was
for a long time, Leningrad. They may move back there, and
if they did, the rental of a building over there would be
vastly to our advantage rather than putting up a million-
dollar structure, which would be useless for any local use,
because the Russians do not live as we do. I am glad that
the House conferees insisted on amending the amendment by
providing for a new building and not the purchase of an
old one, because I had carried in my files for some time this
notation about the Embassy in Moscow that our Ambassa-
dor had gotten over there and had purchased an enormous
building. The report that I have in mind states:

Ambassador Bullitt (Willlam C.) will sleep in a baby-blue bed-
room, adjoining a bathroom 25 feet square, surrounded by all the
glories of the Czarist era.

The embassy is the palatial 40-room mansion of Russia’s former
sugar king (Tverkov) and has been re-done for Bullitt, but all of
the dangling chandeliers and stained-glass windows and marble
staircases and heavy damask hangings of the vanished days have
been preserved.

A dining room will seat 300 people.

The show place of the embassy is the ballroom, surrounded by
marble columns and decorated with crystal chandeliers 10 feet in
diameter.

The reception hall will accommodate 40 couples for dancing.

There are eight master bedrooms.

The building was completed just before the World War. The

owner was shot during the revolution, and the building has since
been used by various Bolshevik political bureaus.

That type of building could always be sold for something
over there in the event of the removal of the capital, but
the kind of building that we are going to build for more
than a million and a quarter would be useless to Russians
in any walk of life. I think the gentleman's amendment
is good, because it will provide for the expenditure of Amer-
ican money for American type of construction.
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Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I do not know whether that is
an accurate description of the building the gentleman
refers to or not.

Mr. BRITTEN. This came from over there.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. If the full allowance which
the State Department is permitted to make for renf, heat,
and licht is made to the Ambassador fo Russia, he will
still have to pay a very substantial amount as rent for this
building. The building program which we are here pro-
viding funds for does not contemplate simply a residence for
the Ambassador, but there will be quarters for all of our
Foreign Service representatives who are stationed at Moscow.
Likewise, there will be offices for all representatives from
the different departments of our Government who may
be stationed there.

Mr. BRITTEN. It is an Embassy for official purposes and
a residence as well?

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Yes.

Mr. BRITTEN. That is the idea of the plan?

Mr, OLIVER of Alabama. Yes.

Mr. BRITTEN. I am very glad to have the gentleman’s
viewpoint, because I regard his opinion very highly, but I
am sorry that at this time, when there is so much being
said about Red activities—and there is a great deal of it in
the big cities especially, much more than most of us com-
prehend—we should at this time be more or less throwing a
flower or a kiss to the Bolsheviks in Russia. Call them what
you please—Communists, Soviet States, or otherwise. I
think it will be misconstrued. It will lock like a little flat-
tery. It will look as though we are going out of our way
to cater to the Russians when, as the gentleman from New
York said awhile ago, we might be catering in some other
more desirable direction.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. May I say to the gentleman
that I recognize there are differences of opinion, of course,
as to the probable effect of the President’s recognition of
Russia, but I believe those who are best acquainted with
conditions throughout the world feel that in recognizing
Russia the President has done much to silence all rumors of
war in the near future and has made a real contribution to
world peace.

Mr. BRITTEN. I am not complaning about the recogni-
tion of Russia. I was speaking of the unwisdom of spending
all this money now in Russia, at a time when there is so
much unrest and so much fear of Communist propaganda
here,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. BrrrTeEN] has expired.

Mr. CONNERY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Yes.

Mr. CONNERY. I simply wish to ask the gentleman
some questions. Of course, my tribute to my friend and
colleague from Alabama is in the Recorp, which I have asked
unanimous consent to extend, together with the Members
of the House, the distinguished Cabinet members, and other
people.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. All of which are very deeply
appreciated.

Mr. CONNERY. The gentleman deserves all of that trib-
ute. I should like to ask the gentleman if the entire
$4.000,000 for the Unemployment Service is now in the bill?

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. No. If is $3,700,000.

Mr. CONNERY. When the Wagner-Peyser bill was before
the Committee on Labor we brought in the three legislative
representatives of the veterans’ organizations, the Veterans
of Foreign Wars, the Disabled Veterans’ organization, and
the American Legion, on the question of offering an amend-
ment to the bill which would provide for separate offices for
the veterans. It was made very plain at that time, when

those amendments were passed, that a separate office was to
be set up every place where we had an employment office,
for the purpose of obtaining positions for veterans, and they
were to be in charge of a veteran. Since the law went into
effect they have not been doing that, have they?

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. No; they have not.
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Mr. CONNERY. Yet it is clearly written into the bill,
because we felt that a disabled veteran coming into a United
States employment cffice would find it more difficult to get
a position than an ordinary man, because a manufacturer
would not want a disabled veteran, and we felt a veteran
should be in charge of the office, or at least a veteran should
be in charge of the veterans’ part of it, to try to get posi-
tions for the disabled men. Did anything come up about
that in the conference?

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Permit me to say that the
statements made by my friend the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts when this bill was before the House led me to con-
clude when we were in conference that there should be a
proviso requiring that the minimum amount to be expended
for veterans’ placement service should be not less than
$200,000, and such a proviso is carried in the conference re-
port, which sum is an increase of $56,000 over what the
Bureau stated they expected to spend for this service. In
view of the gentleman's statement as to what the commit-
tee, of which he is the distinguished chairman, felt was the
purpose and intent of that legislation, and how he felt it
should be construed by the Department of Labor, I am con-
fident they will make a liberal allowance for the veterans’
placement service. They cannot spend less than $200,000.

Mr. CONNERY. One thing more. We have unemploy=
ment set-ups in many of the States, and the Government
is going to cooperate with them, under the Wagner-Peyser
bill. Will they take care of the States that do not have
those set-ups?

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Yes.

Mr. CONNERY. In other words, will they go into States
to try to encourage those employment offices?

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I am glad the gentleman asked
that question, because I think every Member will be inter-
ested in this statement. The gentleman has correctly stated
that the Wagner-Peyser Act provided that for the first
2 years the appropriations might be expended in setting
up Federal employment offices without requiring the States
to match the allocations made to the States.

We find that for the first year the Department had not
been carrying out the law in this regard. So after this bill
went to the Senate, and after the House had denied the full
amount recommended by the Budget, since we did not want
to pile up appropriaticns unless they were to be spent, I
conferred with the Secretary of Labor and found that she
was entirely sympathetic to setting up immediately these
Federal employment offices in every State, under authority
vested in the Secretary by the Wagner-Peyser law, and
there will be speedily set up in every State employment
offices within the limits of the amounts which the appro-
priations for the fiscal years 1934 and 1935 allow to the sev-
eral States for this purpose. Forty legislatures meet early in
1935, and if these employment offices are rendering a worth-
while service we feel sure that the States will see that the
officas are continued by matching Federal appropriations for
the fiscal year 1936, since the law requires this beginning
with the fiscal year 1936.

Mr, CONNERY. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, OLIVER of Alabama. Yes.

Mr. GOSS. Can the gentleman inform us what the archi-
tecture of this building will be? There is a rumor that it will
be something like our university down at Monticello, Va.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I think that is the tentative
plan they are considering.

Mr. GOSS. Has it been approved?

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I cannot say it has been ap-
proved. A commission composed of 3 Cabinet officers, 2
members from the Foreign Affairs Committee of the House,
and 2 members from the Foreign Relations Committee of the
Senate constitute the Foreign Building Commission and are
clothed with full authority to determine the type and char-
acter of the buildings to be constructed within the limits of
the appropriation carried.

Mr. GOSS. Is it to be built by Russian labor?
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Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I think only unskilled Russian
labor will be used; and all of the material except such as
cannot be transported at a reasonable cost will be purchased
and transported from this country.

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question on the adoption
of the conference report.

The previous gquestion was ordered.

The conference report was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the first Senate
amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment no. 1: Page 5, line 6, strike out the word

“ appropriation ” and insert *or any existing appropriation for
printing and binding of these papers.”

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, I move to recede
and concur in the Senate ameadment.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment no. 5: Page 9, after line 14, insert:
* COST OF LIVING ALLOWANCE, FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICERS

“For allowances to diplomatic, consular, and Foreign Service
officers and clerks, wherever the cost of living may be proportion-
ately so high that, in the opinion of the Secretary of State, such
allowances are necessary to enable such officers and clerks to carry
on their work efficiently, as authorized by the act approved Febru-
ary 23, 1931 (US.C, supp. VI, title 22, secs. 12, 23a), 300,000, of
which amount not to exceed $100,000 shall be immediately
available.”

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, I move that the
House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate no. 5 and agree to the same with the following
amendment:

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Orver of Alabama, moves that the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of Senate no. 5 and agree to the
same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the matter in-
serted by said amendment, insert the following:

“ COST OF LIVING ALLOWANCE, FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICERS

“To carry cut the provisions of the act approved February 23,
1931 (U.8.C, supp. VI, title 22, secs. 12, 23¢c) relating to allow-
ances and/or additional compensation to diplomatie, consular, and
Forelgn Service officers and/or clerks when such allowances and/or
additional compensation are necessary to enable such officers
and/or clerks to carry on their work efficiently: Provided, That
such allowances and/or additional compensation shall be granted
only in the discretion of the President, and under such regula-
tions as he may prescribe, $300,000, of which amount not to exceed
$100,000 shall be immediately available.”

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Alabama.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Benate amendment no. 8: Page 15, lines 2 and 38, strike out
* 83,500; in all, 579,948 " and insert the following: “ $4,075; in all,
$580,523, together with such additional sums, due to increases
in rates of exchange as may be necessary to pay in foreign cur-
rencies the quotas and contributions required by the several
treaties, conventions, or laws establishing the amount of the obli-
gation for the fiscal years 1934 and 1935.”

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Mr, Speaker, I move that the
House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate no. 8 and agree to the same with the following
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Ouver of Alabama moves that the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate no. 8 and agree to
the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu of the matier
inserted by said amendment, insert the following: “ $3,500; in all,
$579,948, together with such additional sums, due to increases in
rates of exchange as may be necessary to pay in foreign curren-
cles the quotas and contributions required by the several treaties,

conventions, or laws establishing the amount of the obligation
for the fiscal years 1934 and 1935 ",

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Alabama.
The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in disagreement.
The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment no. 19: P 33, line 15, after * $10,000",
insert the following: “ Provided further, That reports be submitted
to the Congress on the 1st day of July and January showing the
names of the persons employed hereunder, the annual rate of
compensation or amount of any fee paid to each, together with a
description of their duties.”

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, I move that the
House recede and concur in the Senate amendment.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment no. 21: Page 44, after line 23, insert the fol.
lowing: “ Provided, That a report be submitted to Congress on the
1st day of the next regular session showing the names of the per-
sons employed hereunder, the annual rate of compensation pald ta
each, together with a description of their duties.”

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, I move that the
House recede and concur in the Senate amendment.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, I think this state-
ment will prove of interest: All of the increases inssrted by
the Senate represent Budget estimates submitied by the
President to the Senate after the bill left the House. It may
be of interest also to know that for the fiscal year 1932 there
was appropriated for these four departments $139,069,937.34.
The pending bill for these same four departments carries
$88,884,522, showing a saving since the fiscal year 1932 of
$50,185,415.34. [Applause.]

On motion of Mr. OrLiver of Alabama, a motion to recon-
sider the votes by which the action was taken on the Senate
amendments was laid on the table.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as
follows:

To Mr. Bacon, indefinitely, on account of death in family.

To Mr. Beck (at the request of Mr. Darrow), for three
days.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mr. PARSONS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re-
ported that that committee had examined and found truly
enrolled a bill of the House of the following title, which was
thereupon signed by the Speaker:

HR.7966. An act to authorize the Postmaster General to
accept and fo use landing fields, men, and material of the
War Department for carrying the mails by air, and for
other purposes.

EILL PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT

Mr. PARSONS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re-

ported that that committee did on this day present to the

President, for his approval, a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title:

H.R.5863. An act to prevent the loss of the title of the
United States to lands in the Territories or Territorial pos-
sessions through adverse possession or prescription.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o’clock and

25 minutes p.n.) the House adjourned until tomorrow,
Tuesday, March 27, 1934, at 12 o'clock noon.

COMMITTEE HEARINGS
COMMITTEE ON NAVAL AFFAIRS
(Tuesday, Mar. 27, 10:30 a.m.)

The Naval Affairs Committee will hold hearings in the
committee room on H.R. 8820, to amend section 1 of an act
approved May 6, 1932, and will continue hearings on S. 1103
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and S. 1104, to authorize the Secretary of the Navy to pro-
ceed with certain public works at the naval air station at
Pensacola, Fla.
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE
(Tuesday, Mar. 27, 10 am.)
Hearing on railroads—full crew, car length, and 6-hour-
day bills.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII,

Mr. STEAGALL: Committee on Banking and Currency.
S.2999. An act to guarantee the bonds of the Home Owners’
Loan Corporation, to amend the Home Owners’ Loan Act of
1933, and for other purposes; with amendment (Rept. No.
1075). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII,

Mr. DICKSTEIN: Committee on Claims. HR. 529. A
bill for the relief of Morris Spirt; with amendment (Rept. No.
1052). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. EENNEDY of Maryland: Committee on Claims. H.R.
1792. A bill for the relief of Michael Petrucelli; with amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1053). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. RAMSPECK: Committee on Claims. HR. 2671. A
bill for the relief of R. A. Chambers; with amendment (Rept.
No. 1054). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. RAMSPECK: Committee on Claims. H.R. 2674. A
bill for the relief of the estate of Ambrose R. Tracy and his
children; without amendment (Rept. No. 1055). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. THOM: Committee on Claims. H.R. 3243. A bill for
the relief of Harry E. Good, administrator de bonis non of
the estate of Ephraim N. Good, deceased; with amendment
(Rept. No. 1056). Referred fo the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. BLACK: Committee on Claims. H.R. 3782. A bill for
the relief of Gladding, McBean & Co.; with amendment
(Rept. No. 1057). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. EENNEDY of Maryland: Committee on Claims. HR.
4448. A bill for the relief of E. E: Hall; with amendment
(Rept. No. 1058). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. BLANCHARD: Committee on Claims, H.R. 4672. A
bill for the relief of certain purchasers of lands in the
borough of Brooklawn, State of New Jersey; with amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1059). Referred to the Committee of the
‘Whole House.

Mr. DICKSTEIN: Committee on Claims. H.R. 5409. A
bill for the relief of Lawrence S. Copeland; with amendment
(Rept. No. 1060). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. SEGER: Commiftee on Claims. H.R. 5584. A bill for
the relief of William J, Eenely; with amendment (Rept.
No. 1061). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. KENNEDY of Maryland: Committee on Claims. H.R.
5835. A bill for the relief of Ward J. Lawton, special dis-
bursing agent, Lighthouse Service, Department of Com-
merce; without amendment (Rept. No. 1062). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. KENNEDY of Maryland: Committee on Claims. H.R.
5947. A bill authorizing adjustment of the claim of the
Western Union Telegraph Co.; with amendment (Rept. No.
1063). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. DICKESTEIN: Commitfee on Claims. H.R. 6350. A
bill for the relief of Arthur Smith; with amendment (Rept.
No. 1064). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. SWANK: Committee on Claims. H.R. 6945. A bill
for the relief of John B. Grayson; with amendment (Rept.
No. 10€5). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House.
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Mr. SWANK: Committee on Claims. H.R. 6998. A bill
for the relief of Capt. Frank J. McCormack; with amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1066). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. DICKSTEIN: Committee on Claims. H.R. 7736. A
bill for the relief of Rocco D'Amato; with amendment (Rept.
No. 1067). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House,

Mr. BLACK: Committee on Claims., H.R. 8650. A bill for
the relief of B. J. Sample; with amendment (Rept. No.
1068). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. BLACK: Committee on Claims. H.R. 8688. A bill
for the relief of Stella E. Whitmore; without amendment
(Rept. No. 1069). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. BLACK: Committee on Claims. H.R. 8727. A bill
for the relief of the First State Bank & Trust Co., of Mission,
Tex.; without amendment (Rept. No. 1070). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. SEGER: Committee on Claims. S. 870. An act for
the relief of L. R. Smith; with amendment (Rept. No. 1071).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. BROWN of Eentucky: Committee on Claims. S.
1540. An act for the relief of the Concrete Engineering
Co.; with amendment (Rept. No. 1072). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. SEGER: Committee on Claims., 8. 2139. An act for
the relief of the Western Union Telegraph Co.; with amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1073). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House,

Mr. SEGER: Committee on Claims. S. 2688. An act to
validate payments for medical and hospital treatment of
members of Reserve Officers’ Training Corps and citizens’
military training camps; without amendment (Rept. No.
1074). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. YOUNG: Committee on War Claims. S. 2002, An
act for the relief of R. 8. Howard Co., Inc.; with amendment
(Rept. No. 1076). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

CHANGE OF REFERENCE

Under clause 2 of rule XXII, the Committee on the Post
Office and Post Roads was discharged from the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 8514) authorizing the Secretary of the
Treasury to convey a part of the post-office site in San
Antonio, Tex., to the city of San Antonio, Tex., for street
purposes, in exchange for land for the benefit of the Gov-
ernment property; and the same was referred to the Com-
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

PUBLIC BEILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXITI, public bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. JONES: A bill (H.R. 8829) to amend the Grain
Futures Act to prevent and remove obstructions and burdens
upon interstate commerce in grains and other commodities
by regulating transactions therein on commodity future
exchanges, by providing means for limiting short selling
and speculation in such commodities on such exchanges, by
licensing commission merchants dealing in such commodi-
ties for future delivery on such exchanges, and for other
purposes; to the Commitiee on Agriculture.

By Mr. PRALL: A bill (HR. 8830) authorizing the Inter-
boro Bridge Co., its successors and assigns, to construct,
maintain, and operate a bridge across New York Bay be-
tween Brooklyn and Staten Island; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. DICKSTEIN: A bill (H.R. 8831) to provide for
additional compensation to jurors in criminal cases; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. CELLER: A bill (H.R. 8832) to amend an ach
entitled “An act to establish a uniform system of bankruptcy
throughout the United States ", approved July 1, 1893, and
acts amendatory thereof and supplementary thereto; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut: A bill (H.R. 8833) to
authorize the coinage of 50-cent pieces in commemoration
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of the three hundredth anniversary of the founding of the
Colony of Connecticut; to the Committee on Coinage,
Weights, and Measures.

By Mr. BOEHNE: A bill (HR. 8834) authorizing the own-
ers of Cut-Off Island, Posey County, Ind., to construct, main-
tain, and operate a free highway bridge or causeway across
the old channel of the Wabash River; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. LUNDEEN: A bill (H.R. 8835) authorizing the
establishment of a filing and indexing service for useful
Government publications; to the Committee on the Library.

By Mr. SCRUGHAM: A bill (H.R. 8336) to amend the
Securities Act of 1933; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. BULWINKLE: Resolution (H.Res. 313) fo create a
select committee to investigate certain statements made by
one Dr. Willilam A. Wirt, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Rules.

Also, resolution (H.Res. 314) to provide for expenses for
the investigation of House Resolution 313; to the Committee
on Accounts.

By Mr. BAILEY: Joint resolution (H.J.Res. 307) proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the United States; to
the Commitiee on the Judiciary.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows: |

By Mr. BEITER: A bill (HR. 8837) for the relief of
Joseph Edward Zins; to the Commitiee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. BLAND: A bill (H.R. 8838) granting a pension to
Neva Dobbins; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. CARTER of California: A bill (H.R. 8839) grant-
ing a pension to Maud E. Murphy; to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH: A bill (H.R. 8840) for the
relief of William Zeiss; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. GRANFIELD: A bill (H.R. 8841) for the relief
of Edward H. Baines; to the Committee on the Civil Service.

By Mr. GRISWOLD: A hill (HR. 8842) for the relief of
Arthur Smith; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. SMITH of Virginia: A bill (H.R. 8843) authoriz-
ing the President to appoint Henry Beckwith Taliaferro,
formerly an ensign, United States Navy, to his former rank
as ensign, United States Navy; to the Committee on Naval
Affairs,

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions and papers were
laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

3274. By Mr. BOYLAN: Resolution adopted at the regu-
lar meeting of the New York Typographical Union, No. 6,
New York City, favoring the Connery 30-hour week bill; to
the Committee on Labor.

3275. Also, letter from the Wholesale Marble Dealers
Credit Association, New York City, favoring House bills 7481
and 8278; to the Committee on Appropriations.

3276. Also, resolution adopted by the American Institute
of Mining and Metallurgical Engineers, New York City, urg-
ing adeguate support for the Bureau of Mines and Geologi-
cal Survey; to the Committee on Agriculture.

3277. Also, letter from the Central Trades and Labor
Council of Greater New York and Vicinity, New York City,
endorsing the protest submitted by the New York Letter
Carriers’ Association, Branch No. 36, against wage reduc-
tions and payless furloughs; to the Committee on the Post
Office and Post Roads.

3278. By Mr. CARTER of California: Petition of the
Council of the City of Alameda, Calif., No. 1829, opposing the
5 cents a pound excise tax on coconut oil; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

3279. By Mr. CULKIN: Resolution of Hope Grange, No.
115, favoring the enactment of House bill 6612, prohibiting
the manufacture and sale of butter substitutes in the United
States; to the Committee on Agriculture. i
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. 3280. By Mr. CULLEN: Petition of the Typographical
Union, No. 6, New York City, urging the enactment of the
Connery 30«hour work week bill; to the Commitiee on
Labor.

3281. Also, petition of the Joint Committee of Teachers’
Organizations, New York City, urging the Congress to inves-
tigate and determine if and why the Federal Government,
which has billions of dollars to loan, deliberately discrimi-
nates against the city of New York in its ruling upon the
city’s application for a loan of only $23,000,000 upon ample
security in bonds of the city of New York; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

3282. By Mr. DEROUEN: Petition of the First Christian
Church and the Church of the Nazarene, of Lake Charles,
La., protesting against the enactment of House bill 7129, or
any other similar bill; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

3283. By Mr. FITZPATRICK: Petition of the Joint Com-~
mittee of Teachers’ Organizations, New York City, N.Y.,
relative to the loan applied for by the city of New York for
$23,000,000 to continue and extend the city’'s subway con-
struction program; to the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency.

3284. Also, petition of the Twelfth Ward Democratic Or-
ganization of the city of Yonkers, N.Y., urging the restora-
tion of the full pay cut to Federal employees; to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

3285. By Mr. FORD: Resolution of the board of directors
of the Young Women’s Christian Association of Los An-
geles, urging favorable action on the Patman motion-pic-
ture bill, HR. 6097, providing higher moral standards for
films entering interstate and international commerce; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

3286. Also, resolution of the Los Angeles Central Labor
Council, urging the establishment of a maximum work week
of 30 hours in industry; to the Committee on Labor.

3287. By Mr. JOHNSON of Texas: Petition of J. E. Rit-
tersbacher, president of American Well & Prospecting Co. of
Corsicana, Tex., opposing the Wagner bill, S. 2926; to the
Committee on Labor.

3288. Also, petition of Brazos County Chapter, Texas Re-
serve Officers’ Association, urging increased appropriation
for Reserve officers’ training; to the Committee on Appro-
priations.

3289. By Mr. LINDSAY: Petition of R. A. Corroon, presi-
dent and chairman American Equitable Assurance Co., of
New York, and other companies, opposing the Securities
Act and exchange bill; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

3290, Also, petition of the Reynolds Metals Co., New York
City, opposing the national securities exchange bill; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

3291. Also, pefition of the Pittsburgh Tube Co., Pitts-
burgh, Pa., opposing the Wagner-Connery bills; to the Com-
mittee on Labor.

3292. Also, petition of the H. Kohnstamm & Co., Inc., New
York City, opposing the Wagner labor dispute bill; to the
Committee on Labor,

3293, Also, petition of the Pilgrim Laundry, Inc., Brook-
Iyn, N.Y., opposing the Wagner bill; to the Committee on
Labor,

3294. Also, petition of the Hauck Manufacturing Co.,
Brooklyn, N.Y., opposing the Wagner-Connery bills; to the
Committee on Labor.

3295. Also, petition of the American Fruit and Vegetable
Shippers Association, Chicago, IIl., concerning processing
tax levied on jute bags; to the Commiftee on Ways and
Means.

3296. By Mr. RUDD: Petition of Harry L. Denzler, Her~
man M. Dederer, Stanley Waitkus, and Richard R. Roberts,
of Brooklyn, N.Y., opposing the passage of the Wagner-
Connery bill; to the Committee on Labor.

3297. Also, pefition of Hon. Frank J. Ryan, deputy com-
missioner, department of taxation and finance, New York
City, favoring the enactment of House bill 8544; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.
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3298. Also, petition of H. Kohnstamm & Co., Inc., New
York City, opposing the passage of the Wagner-Connery
bills; to the Committee on Labor.

3299. Also, petition of R. A, Corroon, chairman and presi-
dent American Equitable Insurance Co., of New York, Globe
& Republic Insurance Co., of America, Knickerbocker In-
surance Co., of New York, Merchants & Manufacturers Fire
Insurance Co., New York Fire Insurance Co., opposing the
passage of the Flelcher-Rayburn stock-control bills; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

3300. Also, petition of the Piitsburgh Tube Co., Pitts-
burgh, Pa., opposing the passage of the Wagner-Connery
bills; to the Committee on Labor.

3301. Also, petition of the Reynolds Metals Co., New York
City, cpposing the passage of the Fletcher-Rayburn stock-
exchange control bills; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

3302. Also, petition of the Hauck Manufacturing Co.,
Brooklyn, N.Y., opposing the passage of the Wagner-Con-
nery bills, S. 2926 and H.R. 8423; to the Committes on
Labor.

3303. By Mr. TREADWAY: Resolution of Woman'’s Chris-
tian Temperance Unicn of Adams, Mass., urging early hear-
ings and favorable action on House hill 6097, providing
higher moral standards for films entering interstate and
foreign commerce; to the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Cemmerce,

SENATE

TuespAY, MARcH 27, 1934
(Legislative day of Tuesday, Mar. 29, 1934)

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration
of the recess.
THE JOURNAL

On motion of Mr. Rosmison of Arkansas, and by unani-
mous consent, the reading of the Journal for the calendar
days Saturday, March 24, and Monday, March 26, was dis-
pensed with, and the Journal was approved.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I suggest the absence of a
quorum,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Adams Costizan Johnson Robinson, Ark,
Ashurst Couzens Eean Robinson, Ind,
Austin Cutting Eeyes Russell
Bachman Davis King Schall

Balley Dickinson La Follette Bheppard
Bankhead Diaterich Logan Bhipstead
Barbour Dill Lorergan Smith
Barkley Duffy Long Steiwer

Black Erickson McAdoo Stephens
Bone Fess MeGilil Thomas, Okla.
Borah Fletcher McEellar Thomas, Utah
Brown Frazler McNary Thompson
Bulkley George Murphy Townsend
Bulow Gibson Neely Vandenberg
Byrd Glass Norris Van Nuys
Byrnes Goldsborough Nye ‘Wagner
Capper Gore O’Mahoney Walcott
Caraway Hale Overton ‘Walsh

Carey Harrison Patterson Wheeler

Clark Hestings Pittman ‘White
Connally Hatch Pope

Coolidge Hatfleld Reed

Copeland Hayden Reynolds

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I desire to announce that
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lewis], the Senator from
Nevada [Mr. McCarran], and the Senator from Florida
[Mr. TrammeLL] are necessarily detained from the Senate.

Mr. FESS. I desire to announce that the senior Senator
from Rhode Island [Mr. MeTcaLr], the junior Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. HeserTrl, and the Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. NoreecK] are necessarily absent.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-nine Senators have an-
swered to their names. A quorum is present,
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SIGNING BY VICE PRESIDENT OF INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIA-
TION BILL

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair lays before the Sen-
ate a statement which the Clerk will read.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

The Chair desires to announce that, under authority of the
order of the Senate, he signed, after the recess on yesterday, the
enrolled bill (H.R, 6663) making appropriations for the Executive
Office and sundry independent executive bureaus, boards, commis=
sions, and offices, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1935, and for
other purposes, sald bill having previously been reported by the

Committee on Enrolled Bills as having been examined and found
truly enrolled.

REPEAL OF ALASKA PROHIBITION LAW

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, the Senator
from Maryland [Mr. Typmesl, Chairman of the Committee
on Territories and Insular Affairs, is necessarily absent on
business of the Senate. I wish to present a concurrent
resclution and ask unanimous consent for its immediate
consideration out of order.

The bill (S. 2729) to repeal an act of Congress entitled
“An act to prohibit the manufacture or sale of alcoholic
liquors in the Territory of Alaska, and for other purposes ”,
approved February 14, 1917, and for other purposes, contains
the following provision:

Provided, That the Governor of the Territory of Alaska, from
and after the passagze and approval of this act, shall have the
power and authority to grant pardons to persons theretofore con-
victed of violations of the aforesald act of February 14, 1917.

In the opinion of many authorities, including the Chief
Executive, and, I think, also the Atiorney General, that
proviso is unconstitutional. I am, therefore, presenting for
the Senator from Maryland [Mr. Typings] a concurrent
resolution requesting that the President return Senate bill
2729 to the Senate in order that it may be revised. I ask
unanimous consent for the present consideration of the
concurrent resolution.

There being no objection, the concurrent resolution
(S.Con.Res. 11) was read, considered, and agreed to, as
follows:

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives con-
curring), That the President is requested to return to the
Senate the bill (S. 2729, 73d Cong., 2d sess.) to repeal an act
of Congress entitled “An act to prohibit the manufacture or sale

of alcoholic liquors in the Territory of Alaska, and for other
purposes ”, approved February 14, 1817, and for other purposes.

SUPPLEMENTAL ESTIMATE FOR THE LEGISLATIVE ESTABLISHMENT
(S.DOC. NO. 185)

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a com-
munication from the President of the United States, trans-
mitting a supplemental estimate of appropriation for the
legislative establishment, under the Architect of the Capitol,
fiscal year 1935, for maintenance, Senate Office Building, in
the sum of $84,000, which, with the accompanying papers,
was referred to the Committee on Appropriations and
ordered to be printed.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate resolutions
adopted by the mayor and council of the Borough of Cress-
kill, Bergen County, N.J., favoring the passage of the so-
called “ Kenney bill ”, being House bill 3082, to amend the
Reconstruction Finance Corporation Act so as to extend the
provisions thereof to provide emergency financial facilities
for municipalities, which were referred to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

Mr, TYDINGS presented a petition of sundry citizens,
being members of the Farmers Union, of Carroll County,
Md., praying for the enactment of the so-called “ Frazier=
Lemke farm loan bill ¥, which was referred to the Commit-
tee on Agriculture end Forestry.

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Cumber-
land, Md., and Chicago and vicinity, in the State of Illinois,
praying for the adoption of Senate Resolution 154 (sub-
mitted by Mr. Typings), opposing alleged discriminations
against Jews in Germany, which were referred to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.
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